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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. FITZPATRICK).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 23, 2011.

I hereby appoint the Honorable MIKE
FITZPATRICK to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

——————

TROOP WITHDRAWAL FROM
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
it’s time, after a decade, to wind down
this American-Afghanistan adventure.
With his speech last night, President
Obama started a process America needs
to accelerate, removing 100,000 combat
troops from Afghanistan.

I supported the initial move 10 years
ago against the Taliban in Afghani-
stan. It began on a very hopeful note,

even with nations like Iran working
with the United States in that critical
2001-2002 post-9/11 era.

It was a tragic mistake not to finish
the job and withdraw with global sup-
port. Instead, the Bush administration,
sadly, with support from too many in
Congress, started a reckless, flawed
and ultimately tragic war in Iraq.

President Obama reasonably says
that we won’t try to make Afghanistan
a perfect place. We won’t because we
can’t. America has already invested
enough, direct costs of over 1,500 Amer-
ican lives, approaching one-half tril-
lion dollars. Indirect and long-term
will be much greater. Bear in mind, we
have invested $2 trillion in the war
against terror, and the long-term costs
are going to be between $4 trillion and
$6 trillion.

In Afghanistan, ultimately there will
be a negotiated settlement with the
least, worst guys, the Taliban and war-
lords, assorted tribal strongmen. It’s
already started.

We cannot afford to continue this ef-
fort, not when crying needs are here in
America to rebuild and renew our
country.

Last week, the American mayors got
it right when they called this question
and called for renewed investment here
at home. The tragedy is that it’s not
ultimately going to make that much
difference the longer we’re there and
the more we fight. Whether it’s going
to be 1 year, 2 years, 10 years, far in the
future, it’s not going to look that
much different in terms of the ultimate
outcome in Afghanistan.

America needs to be engaged in this
dangerous region. It needs to help Af-
ghanistan. It needs to help the Paki-
stani people. It needs to be involved,
both diplomatically and with develop-
ment assistance. No longer do we need
to have combat troops being a part of
that mission.

REPUBLICAN WOMEN IN
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN) for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, ear-
lier this week my Republican female
colleagues spent an hour on the floor of
this great Chamber talking about why
they have chosen to come to Congress,
talking about why they have chosen to
leave the private sector and come to
the public sector, and talked about
why it is so important, so vitally im-
portant that they chose to come as Re-
publican women.

I think that as you listened to that
debate, their stories were inspiring.
You realized the diversity of the back-
ground of the Republican women that
have come to this Chamber, the rich-
ness of the experiences, the life experi-
ences that they have brought with
them. You also realized how solidly
and firmly committed they are to
strengthening and preserving this
great Nation.

I think it’s fair to say that our Re-
publican philosophy of government
centers on faith, family, freedom, hope,
opportunity, and preserving those te-
nets that really underpin this Nation.

I can say that, as a wife, a mother, a
grandmother, a small business owner,
I've had the blessing of learning first-
hand how very important it is that we
take our conservative philosophy of
life and government into the public
sector of our Nation. Daily we work to
preserve opportunities for all of our
children and our grandchildren.

We work to make certain that each
and every child in our presence kKnows
the value of, and realizes there is an
opportunity for them to achieve the
American Dream; that it is a good
thing, a healthy thing for them to
dream big dreams and to work very
hard to make those dreams come true.
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We know, and we teach our children
in our families and our extended fami-
lies, in our classrooms, that if you
work hard, you exercise discipline, you
show integrity, and you put others
first, that inevitably, you’re going to
prevail and enjoy seeing your dreams
come true in the marketplace of prod-
ucts and ideas.

We all know, and we work hard so
that our children don’t have to work
harder. We work hard so that we’re giv-
ing more opportunities to the next gen-
eration.

That is why you’re going to see our
Republican Conference women con-
tinue to lead the fight on preserving
jobs, rebuilding jobs, rebuilding this
economy, making certain that the 21st
century economy is jobs-rich for our
children and our grandchildren.

That is why we have taken the lead
on the issue of health care. Women are
the drivers when it comes to health
care decisions, and we are committed
to making certain that we reverse this
course that we are on with ObamacCare,
that we push to repeal that law, and
that we make certain we preserve ac-
cess to affordable health care for ev-
eryone in this Nation.

We are committed to strengthening
our Nation, our economy, jobs,
strengthening our people, and making
certain that we secure freedom for fu-
ture generations.

———

REINSTATING THE DRAFT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) for 5 minutes.

Mr. RANGEL. My colleagues, once
again I come before this House to ask
you to reconsider establishing the
draft. I know some of you think politi-
cally this doesn’t make sense. But
after listening to the President last
night, the only people that I saw that
were making sacrifices in these wars
that have been undeclared have been
our troops. They have volunteered.
They come from communities that
most of them are not wealthy. But
when they get there, they defend the
flag.

Every war, every time our Nation is
threatened, all of the American people
should be prepared to make some sac-
rifice. Those of us in Congress, when we
authorize troops to go overseas, should
not say that we have volunteers willing
to do it. We should say that we have
Americans; they come from our fami-
lies, our communities, our States, and
their wealth should not even be an
issue. Everyone should be up at bat.
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Now that the President has dramati-
cally reduced the need for all of these
volunteers, why don’t we mandate that
every American make some sacrifice.
Let them be trained during this transi-
tion as we withdraw our troops. Let
them be able to do something to make
certain that America remains strong.

This is too serious an issue. It’s not a
Democrat or Republican issue; it’'s a
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moral issue. Trillions of dollars are
spent on undeclared wars, but who’s
paying for it? The poorest among us,
the lesser among us—in health care, in
education, in homelessness, in jobless-
ness. And now the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans have the lowest tax rates since
1950. And really, it just bothers people
when you say they, too, should make
some sacrifices, not just for the war
that I don’t support, but for the secu-
rity, the economic security of this Na-
tion, where the debt ceiling is going to
be an issue, and yet those that are pay-
ing for the cuts have nothing to do
with the crisis that we’re in.

So I conclude, I'll be back in support
of H.R. 1152. And I will ask you to con-
sider that as we wind down from our in-
volvement in the Middle East, think
about giving some relief to our volun-
teers. Think about asking young Amer-
icans to make some type of commit-
ment. Think about having an America
that says, yes, I support the involve-
ment and am prepared to make sac-
rifices, which includes my family, my
community, and our great Nation.

We should not just have professional
volunteers; it is not American, it is not
moral. When our country is involved,
everyone should be prepared either to
stand up and be counted or don’t sup-
port this type of involvement. It is not
just costly financially, but how Amer-
ica looks throughout the world, espe-
cially among our young people—most
of whom do not know any period of
time that we haven’t been involved in
a war.

So if we’re not prepared to be honest
enough to call a war a war, if we’re not
prepared to have the Congress put
every President, Republican or Demo-
crat, on the line for constitutional rea-
sons, for God’s sake, let’s find some
fairness as we ask people to put their
lives on the line for our great Nation.
And it’s not just their lives, it’s not
just how they come back home, but the
mental disturbance and problems that
we are bringing to our great country is
going to be not just trillions of dollars
but adversely affect our ability to deal
with education and training and tech-
nology and research while we try so
desperately hard to bring these people
to some type of normality for the sac-
rifices they’ve made to our country.

So H.R. 1152 only says, if we have to
be involved, don’t have just a small
segment of our great Nation pay the
ultimate sacrifice while others make
no sacrifice at all. Please consider a
bill that mandates that everybody
from 18 to 25, 26 do some type of man-
datory service for our great country,
and we will only select those people
that we need for the military. And if
indeed it is a transition that we sup-
port, it means that they can support
our country, our national security,
support our Armed Forces, and not
really—hopefully—be in harm’s way.

Please consider it, and please rest as-
sured I will return with this plea from
time to time. I thank this House for
the opportunity.
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Pate, one
of his secretaries.

———

THE FAIR TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. WoODALL) for 56 minutes.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise today after the former
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. I want to talk about taxes
today, but I want to associate myself
with the previous speaker’s comments
about how we make different decisions
when we have skin in the game because
that is absolutely something that we
are losing in this country. We are los-
ing what used to be that common value
that we rise and we fall together.

I see my colleague from the Rules
Committee, Mr. MCGOVERN, sitting in
the Chamber today. And he tells the
committee on a regular basis that we
need to pay for those things that we do.
We’'re involved in wars, and we need to
pay. We need to have a populace that
believes in what we’re doing in such a
way that they are willing to sacrifice
not just their time but their treasure
to support those measures. When we
don’t have folks who have skin in the
game, we make different decisions.
When a minority of the folks get the
benefit or a minority of the folks are
bearing the burden, we make different
decisions.

Now the former chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee is abso-
lutely right; we have the lowest tax
rates among the highest earning indi-
viduals that we’ve had in this country
since 1950. Now what the gentleman did
not mention is that we also have the
lowest tax rates that we’ve had in this
country for the lowest income individ-
uals that we’ve ever had. We have
fewer Americans paying income tax
today than at any time since the 1950s,
since the expansion of the income tax
that happened during World War II,
and I hear that. We have the wealthiest
paying the least that they have ever
paid as a percent, as a marginal rate.
They’re actually paying more than
they’ve ever paid as a percentage of all
the Federal receipts in this country.
We have the lowest income individuals
paying the least they’ve ever paid as a
percentage of the income that comes
into this country. And I say to you, Mr.
Speaker, that much like we make bad
decisions about foreign policy when we
don’t all have skin in the game, we
make bad decisions about economic
policy when we don’t have skin in the
game.

Now when we talk about Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, I'll tell you, Mr. Speaker,
those are complicated solutions. It is
not obvious to me how we move from
today to peace. I don’t know how we
get that done. We have externalities at
play there that we don’t have control
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over, but not so with our Tax Code.
Folks, when you look at the American
economy, there is nothing that is going
on with the American economy that we
did not do to ourselves. Think about
that. Mr. Speaker, do you have any
constituents back home who have lost
their jobs to corporations that have
moved overseas? I do. And yet we con-
tinue to have the highest corporate tax
rate in the world in America. Now who
decides that? We do. We decide that’s
the kind of country we want to live in,
and we can change it. Folks, there is
nothing wrong with America that we
collectively can’t fix.

Now I've introduced a bill that I be-
lieve is going to make a dramatic im-
pact in that direction. It’s called the
Fair Tax. It’s H.R. 25 in the House, it’s
S. 13 in the Senate. And Mr. Speaker,
as you know, it is the most broadly co-
sponsored piece of tax reform legisla-
tion in either body. In fact, it is the
most widely cosponsored piece of legis-
lation on tax reform in both bodies.
And what the Fair Tax does is this—
it’s no magic solution, Mr. Speaker; it
doesn’t have some sort of clever math
that’s going to make everything okay.
It simply goes into the American Tax
Code and erases it. It says, if you could
start with a blank sheet of paper, what
would you do?

And Mr. Speaker, we can. We can
start with a blank sheet of paper. We
can choose our own destiny. We can
make sure that we’re making the best
decisions for jobs and the economy in
this country. The Fair Tax does this. It
will eliminate the income tax code,
that income tax code that punishes
people for what they earn, and it
changes that Tax Code with a Tax Code
that collects taxes based on what peo-
ple spend.

I'1l tell you, Mr. Speaker, it pains me
every time I open up The Wall Street
Journal and it bemoans the fact that
American consumerism is in decline.
Why can’t we celebrate American sav-
ings? Why do we have to celebrate
American consumption? The reason is
because we have been building an econ-
omy based on an income tax code that
is based on debt and refinancing and
debt and refinancing, but we can
change that today, Mr. Speaker. We
have 1 billion new consumers coming
online in China, 1 billion new con-
sumers coming online in India, and
they want what we produce.

The Fair Tax erases the income tax
code that forces American productivity
overseas, forces American jobs over-
seas, and it returns us to our roots as
a country, our roots as a country that
reward productivity, that encourage
folks to stay.
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There is only one taxpayer in this
country. I know we have a corporate
income tax. I know we have taxes on
goods and services and excise taxes,
and on and on and on. But there is only
one taxpayer in the American econ-
omy, and that is the American con-
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sumer, because every single tax we
have rolls downhill.

Do you want to charge that corpora-
tion tax? Do you want to charge Wal-
Mart an excise tax? What do you think
is going to happen at Wal-Mart? Prices
are going to go up. Do you want to
charge Coke a sugar tax? What do you
think is going to happen to the price of
your Coke? The price of Coke is going
to go up. There is one taxpayer in this
country, the American consumer.

That is a radical idea, I won’t kid
you. And by radical I mean it is the
same one Thomas Jefferson had. By
radical I mean it is the same one Alex-
ander Hamilton had. By radical I mean
we haven’t done it in the last 100 years.
But we can do it today, Mr. Speaker,
with H.R. 25 and S. 13.

CHANGE COURSE NOW IN
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5
minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, last
night the President outlined his strat-
egy for Afghanistan, which included a
drawdown of 10,000 troops by the end of
this year and an additional 23,000 by
the end of next year. I believe this is
insufficient and I fear that it means
more of the same for the next 18
months. The same strategy means the
same costs, and I am sad to say even
more casualties, more American sol-
diers losing their lives in support of an
Afghan government that is terribly
corrupt and incompetent.

We have been doing this for 10 years.
It is the longest war in our history, Mr.
Speaker. Enough. Our focus should be
on encouraging a negotiated settle-
ment, a political solution, and bringing
our troops home where they belong.
Our troops are incredible men and
women. I am in awe of their dedication
and their commitment. They don’t be-
long in the middle of mountains and
deserts fighting a cruel war.

According to the Pentagon’s own fig-
ures, U.S. and coalition casualties in
Afghanistan are steadily rising. Last
month was a record high for the num-
ber of coalition forces killed. March
and April were also the worst respec-
tive months of the war in terms of cas-
ualties for U.S. forces, coalition forces,
and Afghan civilians.

A poll last month by the Inter-
national Council on Security and De-
velopment found that Afghans are
overwhelmingly opposed to the current
U.S. strategy, with nearly eight in 10
believing that U.S. and coalition oper-
ations are ‘“bad for their country.”
These are serious matters, serious con-
sequences of the strategy the U.S. will
pursue at least through next year.

We need a change in direction now,
Mr. Speaker, not 18 months from now.
We are borrowing nearly $10 billion a
month to pay for military operations
in Afghanistan. Borrowing. We are not
paying for it. We are putting it on our
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national credit card. Our kids and our
grandkids will pay the price. Each day
we remain in Afghanistan increases
that burden.

We currently are having debates
about how to reduce our deficit and
debts. There are some who have advo-
cated deep cuts in programs that help
the poor, in Pell Grants, and in infra-
structure. For those who support the
status quo in Afghanistan, let me ask,
where is the sense in borrowing money
to build a bridge or a school in Afghan-
istan that later gets blown up, while
telling our cities and towns that we
have no money to help them with their
needs? It is nuts. Some of our biggest
problems, Mr. Speaker, are not halfway
around the world. They are halfway
down the block.

Americans are willing to do whatever
is necessary to ensure our national se-
curity, but let me remind my col-
leagues that national security includes
economic security. It means jobs. It
means rather than nation-building in a
far-off land, we need to do some more
nation-building right here at home.

Contrary to the tired and ugly rhet-
oric employed by Senator MCCAIN yes-
terday towards thoughtful critics of
our current strategy in Afghanistan
and its consequences, I am not an iso-
lationist. As my colleagues know, I
firmly support human rights and the
U.S. being engaged around the world.
Those who advocate a political solu-
tion in Afghanistan are not isolation-
ists.

I don’t believe we should walk away
from the Afghan people, but tens of
thousands of U.S. boots on the ground
in Afghanistan does little in my view
to advance the cause of peace, protect
the rights of women and ethnic minori-
ties or strengthen civil society. If you
want to protect Afghan women, we
must end the violence. You end the vio-
lence by ending the war. You end the
war through a political solution.

I have great respect for President
Obama. I believe he has the potential
to be a great President. I also realize,
as Lyndon Johnson once said, ‘“‘It’s
easy to get into war—hard as hell to
get out of one.” It is not easy to end
this war. It won’t be neat or pretty, but
I believe with all my heart it is in our
national security interest to focus on
al Qaeda and not waste our precious
blood and treasure in a conflict that
can only be ended through a political
solution.

Rather than crafting a compromise
and trying to chart a middle course, 1
believe we need to change course. I
urge the President of the United States
to rethink our Afghan policy, rethink
it in a way that brings our troops home
sooner rather than later.

[From the Washington Post, June 9, 2011]

A PLAN FOR AFGHANISTAN: DECLARE
VICTORY—AND LEAVE
(By Eugene Robinson)

Slender threads of hope are nice but do not
constitute a plan. Nor do they justify con-
tinuing to pour American lives and resources
into the bottomless pit of Afghanistan.
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Ryan Crocker, the veteran diplomat nomi-
nated by President Obama to be the next
U.S. ambassador in Kabul, gave a realistic
assessment of the war in testimony Wednes-
day before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. Here I'm using ‘‘realistic” as a
synonym for ‘‘bleak.”

Making progress is hard, Crocker said, but
‘“‘not impossible.”’

Not impossible.

What on earth are we doing? We have more
than 100,000 troops in Afghanistan risking
life and limb, at a cost of $10 billion a month,
to pursue ill-defined goals whose achieve-
ment can be imagined, but just barely?

The hawks tell us that now, more than
ever, we must stay the course—that finally,
after Obama nearly tripled U.S. troop levels,
we are winning. I want to be fair to this ar-
gument, so let me quote Crocker’s expla-
nation at length:

“What we’ve seen with the additional
forces and the effort to carry the fight into
enemy strongholds is, I think, tangible
progress in security on the ground in the
south and the west. This has to transition—
and again, we’re seeing a transition of seven
provinces and districts to Afghan control—to
sustainable Afghan control. So I think you
can already see what we’re trying to do—in
province by province, district by district, es-
tablish the conditions where the Afghan gov-
ernment can take over and hold ground.”’

Sen. Jim Webb (D-Va.), a Vietnam veteran
and former secretary of the Navy, pointed
out the obvious flaw in this province-by-
province strategy. ‘“‘International ter-
rorism—and guerrilla warfare in general—is
intrinsically mobile,” he said. ‘‘So securing
one particular area . . . doesn’t necessarily
guarantee that you have reduced the capa-
bility of those kinds of forces. They are mo-
bile; they move.”’

It would require far more than 100,000 U.S.
troops to securely occupy the entire country.
As Webb pointed out, this means we can end
up ‘‘playing whack-a-mole” as the enemy
pops back up in areas that have already been
pacified.

If our intention, as Crocker said, is to
leave behind ‘‘governance that is good
enough to ensure that the country doesn’t
degenerate back into a safe haven for al-
Qaeda,” then there are two possibilities: Hi-
ther we’ll never cross the goal line, or we al-
ready have.

According to NATO’s timetable, Afghan
forces are supposed to be in charge of the
whole country by the end of 2014. Will the
deeply corrupt, frustratingly erratic Afghan
government be ‘‘good enough’” three years
from now? Will Afghan society have banished
the poverty, illiteracy and distrust of central
authority that inevitably sap legitimacy
from any regime in Kabul? Will the Afghan
military, whatever its capabilities, blindly
pursue U.S. objectives? Or will the country’s
civilian and military leaders determine their
self-interest and act accordingly?

Democrats on the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee issued a report this week
warning that the nearly $19 billion in foreign
aid given to Afghanistan during the past dec-
ade may, in the end, have little impact. ‘“The
unintended consequences of pumping large
amounts of money into a war zone cannot be
underestimated,” the report states.

The fact is that in 2014 there will be no
guarantees. Perhaps we will believe it incre-
mentally less likely that the Taliban could
regain power and invite al-Qaeda back. But
that small increment of security does not
justify the blood and treasure that we will
expend between now and then.

I take a different view. We should declare
victory and leave.

We wanted to depose the Taliban regime,
and we did. We wanted to install a new gov-
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ernment that answers to its constituents at
the polls, and we did. We wanted to smash al-
Qaeda’s infrastructure of training camps and
havens, and we did. We wanted to kill or cap-
ture Osama bin Laden, and we did.

Even so, say the hawks, we have to stay in
Afghanistan because of the dangerous insta-
bility across the border in nuclear-armed
Pakistan. But does anyone believe the war in
Afghanistan has made Pakistan more stable?
Perhaps it is useful to have a U.S. military
presence in the region. This could be accom-
plished, however, with a lot fewer than
100,000 troops—and they wouldn’'t be scat-
tered across the Afghan countryside, en-
gaged in a dubious attempt at nation-build-
ing.

The threat from Afghanistan is gone. Bring
the troops home.

[From the Washington Post]
TIME TO GET OUT OF AFGHANISTAN
(By George F. Will)

‘“Yesterday,” reads the e-mail from Allen,
a Marine in Afghanistan, ‘I gave blood be-
cause a Marine, while out on patrol, stepped
on a [mine’s] pressure plate and lost both
legs.” Then ‘“‘another Marine with a bullet
wound to the head was brought in. Both Ma-
rines died this morning.”’

“I’m sorry about the drama,’ writes Allen,
an enthusiastic infantryman willing to die
‘‘so that each of you may grow old.” He says:
“I put everything in God’s hands.” And:
“Semper Fi!”’

Allen and others of America’s finest are
also in Washington’s hands. This city should
keep faith with them by rapidly reversing
the trajectory of America’s involvement in
Afghanistan, where, says the Dutch com-
mander of coalition forces in a southern
province, walking through the region is
‘‘like walking through the Old Testament.”

U.S. strategy—protecting the population—
is increasingly troop-intensive while Ameri-
cans are increasingly impatient about ‘‘dete-
riorating” (says Adm. Mike Mullen, chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) conditions.
The war already is nearly 50 percent longer
than the combined U.S. involvements in two
world wars, and NATO assistance is reluc-
tant and often risible.

The U.S. strategy is ‘‘clear, hold and
build.” Clear? Taliban forces can evaporate
and then return, confident that U.S. forces
will forever be too few to hold gains. Hence
nation-building would be impossible even if
we knew how, and even if Afghanistan were
not the second-worst place to try: The
Brookings Institution ranks Somalia as the
only nation with a weaker state.

Military historian Max Hastings says
Kabul controls only about a third of the
country—*‘control” is an elastic concept—
and ‘ ‘our’ Afghans may prove no more via-
ble than were ‘our’ Vietnamese, the Saigon
regime.” Just 4,000 Marines are contesting
control of Helmand province, which is the
size of West Virginia. The New York Times
reports a Helmand official saying he has only
“‘police officers who steal and a small group
of Afghan soldiers who say they are here for
‘vacation.””” Afghanistan’s $23 billion gross
domestic product is the size of Boise’s. Coun-
terinsurgency doctrine teaches, not very
helpfully, that development depends on secu-
rity, and that security depends on develop-
ment. Three-quarters of Afghanistan’s poppy
production for opium comes from Helmand.
In what should be called Operation Sisyphus,
U.S. officials are urging farmers to grow
other crops. Endive, perhaps?

Even though violence exploded across Iraq
after, and partly because of, three elections,
Afghanistan’s recent elections were called
“‘crucial.” To what? They came, they went,
they altered no fundamentals, all of which
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militate against American ‘‘success,” what-
ever that might mean. Creation of an effec-
tive central government? Afghanistan has
never had one. U.S. Ambassador Karl
Eikenberry hopes for a ‘‘renewal of trust’’ of
the Afghan people in the government, but
the Economist describes President Hamid
Karzai’s government—his vice presidential
running mate is a drug trafficker—as so
“inept, corrupt and predatory’ that people
sometimes yearn for restoration of the war-
lords, ‘“‘who were less venal and less brutal
than Mr. Karzai’s lot.”

Mullen speaks of combating Afghanistan’s
“‘culture of poverty.” But that took decades
in just a few square miles of the South
Bronx. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the U.S.
commander in Afghanistan, thinks jobs pro-
grams and local government services might
entice many ‘‘accidental guerrillas’ to leave
the Taliban. But before launching New Deal
2.0 in Afghanistan, the Obama administra-
tion should ask itself: If U.S. forces are there
to prevent reestablishment of al-Qaeda
bases—evidently there are none now—must
there be nation-building invasions of Soma-
lia, Yemen and other sovereignty vacuums?

U.S. forces are being increased by 21,000, to
68,000, bringing the coalition total to 110,000.
About 9,000 are from Britain, where support
for the war is waning. Counterinsurgency
theory concerning the time and the ratio of
forces required to protect the population in-
dicates that, nationwide, Afghanistan would
need hundreds of thousands of coalition
troops, perhaps for a decade or more. That is
inconceivable.

So, instead, forces should be substantially
reduced to serve a comprehensively revised
policy: America should do only what can be
done from offshore, using intelligence,
drones, cruise missiles, airstrikes and small,
potent Special Forces units, concentrating
on the porous 1,500-mile border with Paki-
stan, a nation that actually matters.

Genius, said de Gaulle, recalling Bis-
marck’s decision to halt German forces short
of Paris in 1870, sometimes consists of know-
ing when to stop. Genius is not required to
recognize that in Afghanistan, when means
now, before more American valor, such as
Allen’s, is squandered.

————
AMERICAN ANGELS ABROAD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, we
have a group of people in the United
States who are all volunteers that I
call the American Angels Abroad. They
are those thousands of Peace Corps vol-
unteers throughout the world that are
helping Third World countries in many
different ways. They go to remote
areas of the world, far from home, far
from their families. They work in very
primitive conditions. Yet there are
those angels that are trying to help
other people throughout the world, and
they are called the Peace Corps volun-
teers.

The Peace Corps started as an idea of
President Kennedy back in 1960 when
he spoke to the University of Michigan
and encouraged those students to vol-
unteer to help America abroad. Fi-
nally, in 1961 he started the Peace
Corps. Since then, over 200,000 Ameri-
cans, mainly young people, mainly fe-
males, have volunteered to go around
the world representing the TUnited
States.
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It is very hard work being a Peace
Corps volunteer. They deal with issues
that most Americans never deal with.
Just simple basic necessities such as of
electricity and water and matters such
as that, they do without, or they are
difficult to find in the remote areas
where they are because they are help-
ing other people that don’t have those
things we have in the United States.
Generally, they work alone when they
are in foreign countries.

But all is not well with the Peace
Corps, Mr. Speaker, because during the
time since President Kennedy started
the Peace Corps and those wonderful
people go overseas, many times those
volunteers, those young Americans, be-
come victims of crime in these foreign
countries; and when they become vic-
tims of crime, in some cases our own
country abandons them.

Between 2000 and 2009, the Peace
Corps itself says there were over 221
rapes and attempted rapes, almost 150
major sexual attacks and 700 other sex-
ual assaults. That is 1,000 crimes
against American Peace Corps volun-
teers. Recently, the Peace Corps has
announced that there is an average of
22 rapes a year against American Peace
Corps volunteers somewhere in another
country.

This is not acceptable, Mr. Speaker.
We are talking about real people. They
are real stories and they are real vic-
tims.

I would like to mention just one of
those persons that I know personally. I
have got to know Jess Smochek since
this crime against her has occurred.
She joined the Peace Corps in 2004. On
her first day as a Peace Corps volun-
teer in Bangladesh, a group of men
started sexually groping her as she was
walking to the house that she was to
live in. But no one in the Peace Corps
did anything about this assault. She
told the Peace Corps staff over and
over again that she felt unsafe in Ban-
gladesh and the situation she was in,
but the Peace Corps didn’t do any-
thing.

Months later, she came in contact
with the same men, who then Kkid-
napped her. They beat her. They sexu-
ally assaulted her. But they weren’t
through. They abandoned her and
threw her in an alley somewhere in
Bangladesh. And no one did anything.

According to Jess, the Peace Corps
did everything they could to cover this
up because they seemed to be more
worried about America’s relationship
with Bangladesh than they were about
this American volunteer that was as-
saulted, a victim of crime. Jess says
that the Peace Corps not only didn’t do
anything, they blamed her for the con-
duct of others. They blamed her for
being a sexual assault victim.

Mr. Speaker, a rape victim is never
to be blamed for the crime that is com-
mitted against her. It is the fault of
the criminal offender, whether it oc-
curs in the United States or abroad. We
need to understand that these precious
people who go overseas and represent
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us somewhere in the world, when a
crime is committed against them, we
need to take their side. We need to be
supportive of those individuals. And we
don’t assume they did anything wrong,
because they did not do anything
wrong when they became a victim of
crime. They were just victims of crime,
and the person that should be held ac-
countable is the criminal, and not to
blame the victim.

Mr. Speaker, rape is never the fault
of the victim. It is always the fault of
the perpetrator.

But Jess got no satisfaction from the
Peace Corps. No one did anything.
When she got home, she was told to tell
other people that she was coming back
to the United States for medical rea-
sons, to have her wisdom teeth pulled,
not for the sexual assault that was
committed against her.

0 1030

This was Jess’s case. A few others
were brought to light recently by ABC
News and 20/20. And now, more and
more of these Peace Corps volunteers
over the years are coming forward and
telling us about their stories. Mainly,
they are women. We recently had a
hearing in Foreign Affairs about this
situation. Their stories were heart-
wrenching. So now it’s time to pass
legislation to protect these women and
to give them basic victim services, and
that is what we will be doing in the
next few days, along with the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, people cry, Peace,
peace, but there can be no peace for
American angels abroad until they are
treated with the dignity that they de-
serve and the support of the United
States. We need to help the Peace
Corps readjust itself to become a better
institution.

And that’s just the way it is.

———————

A MISSED OPPORTUNITY FOR
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, like
many Americans, I was profoundly dis-
appointed in President Obama’s an-
nouncement last night. I had hoped
that he would offer an Afghanistan
troop drawdown that was significant,
swift, and sizable. Sadly, the proposal
failed on all three counts. Now is the
time for bold action and decision-mak-
ing to bring our Nation’s Afghanistan
policy in line with what the American
people want, while recognizing the deep
and grave toll this war has taken on
our global credibility and our national
security. Instead, the administration’s
choice was to largely stay the course.
Instead, President Obama chose to per-
petuate a war that is not only bank-
rupting us morally but fiscally as well.
The loss of blood and treasure cannot
be underestimated.

The American people have been enor-
mously patient, Mr. Speaker. They
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have endured great sacrifice. But after
nearly a decade of war, they’re weary
of losing their bravest men and women
and their hard-earned tax dollars to a
policy that simply has not achieved its
goals.

We are not more secure. The Afghani-
stan leadership wants us out and their
people do not appreciate our sacrifice.
This is not a partisan issue. When
asked, the majority of Americans want
our troops to come home. And not sev-
eral years into the future. No, they
want our troops to come home now.

Abandoning this military policy does
not mean that we will abandon the peo-
ple of Afghanistan. A smart security
plan would provide for development
and reconciliation. It would bring the
international community together and
help the Afghan people move towards a
sustainable future through economic
and domestic support, among other
means.

Mr. Speaker, more than 1,600 lives
have been lost. Where will it end? When
will our sons and daughters, mothers
and fathers, friends and people we
know in the community come home
from Afghanistan? How many empty
chairs are there at the dinner table to-
night? When will the heartbreak end?

Let’s talk about the economic cost.
My colleagues on the other side of the
aisle like to talk about dollars and
cents, about how this and other actions
we take are costing us too much
money. Well, while we stand here,
money is flying out of our Treasury to
support this war. Try $10 billion a
month. Imagine what we could do with
$10 billion a month. Just last week,
this House voted to take food from the
mouths of pregnant women and their
children. We’re supposed to pinch pen-
nies on important investments like our
children and other American projects
while we waste huge sums on a failed
war. This boggles the mind and it
shortchanges the needs we have right
here at home.

It is long past time, Mr. Speaker,
that we put an end to this madness. It
is time to bring our troops home—all of
our troops—safely home.

———
VICTORY IN AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. There’s
something that I'll personally never
forget. That occurred in April, 2007. I'1l
get to why that is something I'll never
forget in a second. That’s when the ma-
jority leader, Senator HARRY REID, said
of Iraq, ‘‘I believe myself that the Sec-
retary of State, Secretary of Defense
and—you have to make your own deci-
sions as to what the President knows—
know this war is lost and that the
surge is not accomplishing anything,
as indicated by the extreme violence in
Iraq.”

As in 2007, Senate Majority Leader
REID was in a rush to the exits in Iraq
and a rush to declare the war had been
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lost. Why was that important to me?
Because I was in Afghanistan at that
time—or a nation by Afghanistan—get-
ting ready to fly a KC-135 aircraft into
combat in Afghanistan. As I was on the
treadmill exercising, I saw what the
number four most powerful guy in poli-
tics said, and I felt it in my soul. I felt
anger. I knew that there was cele-
brating in the caves in Iraq and in the
caves in Afghanistan because the
United States said we were going to
lose. Well, guess what? It took the
brave leadership of somebody to say we
will not lose in Iraq and we’re on the
verge of victory. We had a surge in
Iraq. And today, it appears to be a
more stabilizing situation, and hope-
fully in 10 years Iraq will be an exam-
ple of democracy in the Middle East.

Last night, I heard the President say
nothing of the word victory in Afghani-
stan but talked about how this is the
beginning of the end. General
McChrystal recommended to the Presi-
dent that to win in Afghanistan, we
need 80,000 additional troops. Mr. Presi-
dent, at a bare minimum, we need
40,000 additional troops. The President
gave 30,000. And in giving the 30,000, he
immediately gave a timeline for with-
drawal.

Now, I will tell you the Taliban are
used to fighting for long periods of
time, and they know that if they sim-
ply have to wait a couple of years, that
is an encouragement to them. But I
supported and support what the Presi-
dent was doing in Afghanistan up until
last night, even though I believe he
should have given the troops required
for victory. But last night I saw that
all the surge troops are going to be
pulled out of Afghanistan, magically,
by Election Day. As a military pilot
and an Air National Guard pilot, I can
tell you the soldiers are weary of war.
The American people are weary of war.
But leadership is not about saying,
We’re tired, we’re going to quit. It’s
about standing up for freedom and
standing against those that would de-
stroy our way of life.

I was in Afghanistan just a month
ago talking to generals on the ground
who say we literally have turned a cor-
ner in Afghanistan. It is bewildering to
me that yesterday we send a message
that we’re wrapping this thing up and
it’s the beginning of the end before we
have seen that victory arrive. Let me
ask you, do you believe last night in
the President’s speech that the Taliban
was sad to hear what he was saying or
that they were happy to hear it?

Ladies and gentlemen, just as Senate
Majority Leader HARRY REID couldn’t
have been in a bigger hurry for the
exits to Iraq, he was proven wrong. So,
too, if we stick this out will those that
say we cannot win be proven wrong
again. America has a vested interest in
seeing an Afghanistan that can stand
up against terrorism, that can begin to
defend itself against terrorists who
seek to overthrow their country, who
seek to overthrow Pakistan, and can do
so with limited U.S. help. That is how
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we begin to see victory. Or, we can just
give up.

I can tell you that as a military
member and the military members I've
talked to, we don’t want to have to be
there another day. But we also don’t
want to come home in any condition
less than total victory. Let us finish
the job. Let the generals on the ground
have the tools they need to finish the
job. How we get good news and turn
that into an immediate pullout of Af-
ghanistan is beyond me.

Mr. President, I did not hear you
once last night mention the word ‘‘vic-
tory” in your speech. I hope that was a
needless and sad omission from your
speech and did not reflect what you be-
lieve in Afghanistan. Ladies and gen-
tlemen, we can win. America only loses
when we choose to. America will win in
Afghanistan.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair.

———
[ 1040
FAILED DRUG WAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. PoLis) for 56 minutes.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, it’s hard to
believe that the war on drugs has
lasted 40 years. The stories of Ameri-
cans who have suffered because of the
war on drugs continue to flood my in-
box. Even veterans who served our
country are victims of our senseless
drug war.

For instance, Alex from Franklin,
Ohio, wrote in to me. Alex is a U.S.
Army veteran with chronic pain and
muscle spasms due to his service to our
country. After returning from his de-
ployment, he was put on opiate muscle
relaxers from the VA clinic, which
didn’t work well for him. Following a
friend’s recommendation, he tried med-
ical marijuana, and it worked for him.
However, he was forced to quit in order
to accept a new job, and his pain re-
turned. He returned to the VA over and
over again, searching for something to
relieve the pain. Their only answer was
to prescribe stronger and stronger opi-
ates, far stronger narcotics than mari-
juana. When that didn’t work, he was
sent to physical therapists, who didn’t
have an answer either; but because he
lives in a State that doesn’t offer ac-
cess to medical marijuana, he is forced
to have a very difficult decision be-
tween living with his pain or violating
the law.

Another person who wrote in is Bob,
from Fulton, Georgia, who wrote me to
share the story of his wife, who has suf-
fered from systemic lupus for over 30
years. Lupus has slowly deteriorated
her body, destroying her hip joint and
shoulders. Multiple doctors have said
there is nothing they can do to relieve
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her pain. During those 3 decades, they
have tried all sorts of powerful ap-
proved and legal narcotics—to no avail.
The only thing that has relieved her
pain without side effect and makes her
life better is medical marijuana. Again,
unfortunately, for Bob and his wife,
their State does not have access to
medical marijuana like my home State
of Colorado does and 14 other States.

Bob ends the story about his wife by
saying, ‘‘She is 65 years old and can
only look forward to pain and agony.”
I’'m sure there are many folks in our
country in the same situation. Releas-
ing them from the threat of arrest and
incarceration simply for trying to live
a pain-free life would be a godsend for
these patients and their caregivers.

Is this the reason that we’re waging a
war on drugs—to ensure that sick peo-
ple continue to suffer from pain unnec-
essarily or are driven to buy stronger,
more powerful and more addictive nar-
cotics?

Now, there are a lot of views on what
a more sensible marijuana policy
might look like. My own approach is
support for legalization and creating a
regulatory system similar to what we
have for alcohol and tobacco. We can
regulate access, make sure people are
not driving under the influence, pre-
vent minors from accessing drugs, tax
drugs, and engage in public outreach
and education campaigns about the
dangers of marijuana.

Taxing and regulating marijuana
would save taxpayers billions of dollars
and would generate revenue. In fact,
each year, the Federal Government
spends $8 billion arresting and locking
up nonviolent marijuana users—again,
not marijuana dealers, not marijuana
growers. There is $8 billion spent lock-
ing up nonviolent marijuana users. For
instance, Alex, the veteran, or Bob’s
wife in Georgia could very well fall vic-
tim to that if they’re in the wrong
place at the wrong time.

Taxing and regulating marijuana
would also make our communities
safer. Removing marijuana from the
criminal market would free up police
time so officers can focus on violent
crimes, property crimes, people driving
under the influence of alcohol or mari-
juana or any other substance. Tax dol-
lars could be used to incarcerate real
criminals who threaten public safety
rather than veterans like Alex who are
simply using marijuana as a less pow-
erful narcotic alternative to deal with
their pain than the opiates that are
fully legal under the law and prescribed
at the VA.

Instead of reaping these benefits, our
country continues to suffer under the
failed war on drugs. We need to put an
end to this war on drugs, which has
caused so much needless suffering. The
government should treat its citizens
like responsible adults instead of inter-
fering in their lives, and it should offer
to help those suffering addiction in-
stead of incarcerating them. The prop-
er front to win the war against nar-
cotics abuse in this country is a health
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war, not a war of violence. We are los-
ing this war. Addicts continue to suffer
needlessly every day. Those who would
benefit from medical marijuana are
continually forced to violate the law or
to live their lives in pain.

We can do better as a Nation. Many
States are leading the way, and we at
the Federal level need to pursue the di-
rection that has been followed by an
increasing number of States, and we
need to regulate the use of marijuana
in a way that is compassionate, that
discourages usage among minors, and
we need to make sure that we have a
health aspect in dealing with addiction
where it exists.

——————

WHEN AND HOW WILL AMERICA
GET BACK TO WORK?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA) for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity
to rise and come before this body to
talk about something that I think is a
key question that the American people
have. We are dealing with a lot of
weighty issues these days—Afghani-
stan, Libya, the debt ceiling, the Tax
Code and tax reform—but I believe the
key question that we have before us is
and the key question that the Amer-
ican people have for us is:

When and how will America get back
to work?

Mr. Speaker, it’s far more than just
creating a bill and labeling it ‘‘job cre-
ation bill” or a whole package of those
or a stimulus package of government
spending that, frankly, hasn’t worked
and even admitted to and joked about
by the President recently when he said
those shovel-ready jobs and those shov-
el-ready projects maybe weren’t so
shovel-ready.

No, they weren’t.

But it’s far more than just creating a
bill and labeling it ‘‘job creation.” It’s
about creating an atmosphere for pri-
vate sector growth.

You see, Mr. Speaker, the private
sector creates prosperity, not the gov-
ernment sector. The government sector
can give a job, but the private sector
creates wealth and creates prosperity,
and it’s not just in our Tax Code and
how that’s being applied; it’s also in
the regulatory atmosphere that we
present to those job creators.

I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that this
House is trying to inject some reason-
ableness into a system that has gone
awry. Whether it’s the EPA creating
out of whole cloth regulations that we
have not dictated should happen or
whether it’s the National Labor Rela-
tions Board coming up with hurdle
after hurdle for these job creators, this
administration has continually over-
stepped the bounds of reasonableness,
and it’s our job, Mr. Speaker, to rein
that in. You would think with 429,000
new jobless claims last week—let me
repeat that—with 429,000 new jobless
claims we would try to more aggres-
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sively create a Dbetter climate and
change that atmosphere. I can tell you
we’re trying to do that here in the
House. We just need some partners
across the other side of the Capitol and
in the administration as well.

Recently, the House Republicans had
an opportunity to meet with the Presi-
dent at the White House. My good
friend and chairman of the Small Busi-
ness and Job Creators Caucus, of which
I'm a member, my friend from Wis-
consin, REID RIBBLE, got up and indi-
cated to the President that we need to
do three things for success.

One, we need to have consumer con-
fidence. That means, whether they’re
the people up in the balcony or those
who are watching on TV right now,
with the money that they have in their
pockets, they feel confident enough
that they’re going to have a little
extra, that they can go out and spend
some money on an appliance or on a
car, which is very important for those
of us from Michigan, or maybe on a va-
cation. We need to have some consumer
confidence, and they don’t have that
right now.

The other thing is we need to have
credit available to those small business
creators, those job creators, who are
out there, who are cash-flowing, who
are continuing to make those tough de-
cisions to stay in the black, but they’re
now finding out that they can’t access
credit because of the unreasonable reg-
ulations that the Dodd-Frank banking
bill has put in front of them.

Lastly and thirdly and maybe most
importantly, we need certainty. We
need a stability that has not been there
for a number of years now. We need
stability in our Tax Code. We need sta-
bility in our regulations. People basi-
cally need to know what the rules of
the game are so that they can make
long-term business decisions to again
create those jobs. Now, Mr. Speaker,
that’s one of the reasons why I support
the House’s plan for American job cre-
ators, and I encourage you to go to my
Web site ‘‘Huizenga.house.gov’ to see
more about that.

Again, it’s not just about a bill that’s
labeled ‘“‘job creation.” It’s about an
attitude that we need to have. In this
package, we know that we need to re-
move redtape and the excessive regula-
tions that are out there. We know that
we need to expand American domestic
energy production. That’s a “‘must do”’
for us. We need to fix and streamline
our Tax Code. We need to expand new
markets abroad for the goods that our
manufacturers make.

But again, Mr. Speaker, it’s not just
a bill. It’s an attitude. We need to have
an attitude of, “Yes, we will work with
you to help create those jobs,” not,
“No, it doesn’t matter what your ques-
tion is. The answer is ‘no.” We are not
going to help.”
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That, unfortunately, Mr. Speaker,

has been the dominant attitude of this

administration and of this government,
and it’s time that we change that.
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IT IS TIME TO FOCUS ON NATION-
BUILDING HERE AT HOME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. The United States’ ob-
jective in Afghanistan was to root out,
destroy, al Qaeda, Osama bin Laden,
and their Taliban hosts. That job is
done. Afghanistan has been superseded
now as a haven for terrorists by tribal
areas in Pakistan, Yemen, and Sudan.
The inter- and intratribal disputes in
Afghanistan are rooted in ancient his-
tory, and 12 to 36 more months of a
large U.S. troop footprint is not going
to resolve centuries-old conflicts
among the Afghan tribes. There never
has been, there never will be, a strong
central government in Afghanistan.

So I disagree with the President’s
plan for a snail-pace partial drawdown
of U.S. troops over the next few years.
We should do it much more quickly and
leave only a residual force to prevent a
terrorist takeover. There were only a
few thousand troops there when we
drove out the Taliban and when we
pursued Osama bin Laden. Unfortu-
nately, we lost an early opportunity to
capture and kill him because of mis-
takes by then-Secretary Donald Rums-
feld.

But that being done, the President
did say something last night with
which I strongly agree. He said, Amer-
ica, it is time to focus on nation-build-
ing here at home. I couldn’t agree
more. I've been trying to do that for
the last 2% years but running into
roadblocks down at the White House
when I try and rebuild the Nation’s
transportation infrastructure.

Now, let’s just think for a minute.
We’re borrowing and spending $120 bil-
lion a year in Afghanistan, both to sup-
port our troops and to engage in na-
tion-building, building them schools,
building them highways, building them
bridges, while our own schools, our own
highways, our own bridges are crum-
bling and collapsing; $120 billion bor-
rowed and spent in Afghanistan, what
could we do with that here at home?

We could begin to address the back-
log of 150,000 bridges on our national
highway system that need repair or re-
placement; the $70 billion backlog on
our transit systems for basic capital
maintenance, let alone new investment
in new transit systems to more effi-
ciently transport our people; to deal
with the 40 percent of the pavement on
the national highway system that’s
substandard; to deal with congestion in
our major cities and our ports; to move
freight and Americans more effec-
tively.

And in addressing that with $120 bil-
lion that we’re borrowing and spending
in Afghanistan today and instead
spending that money here at home, we
could put over 3 million to work, not
just construction workers. People say
to me, well, Congressman, I don’t work
in construction. It’s not just construc-
tion. We have the strongest buy-Amer-
ica requirement in transportation of
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any part of the government. That
means when you buy a transit vehicle,
it’s going to be made in America.
That’s manufacturing, that’s software,
that’s engineering, design. It goes all
across the economy. It’s small business
suppliers, minority suppliers under the
laws. We could put millions to work
and stimulate our economy if that
money were spent here.

Last week, I confronted the Presi-
dent’s deputy economic adviser, Mr.
Furman, over these issues; and he did
admit that instead of more tax cuts,
which isn’t putting anybody back to
work—that’s their one nostrum which
seems to have been adopted by the
Obama administration—hasn’t worked
for a decade, but if we cut them even
more, that will then. It doesn’t work.
Investment works. We know it works.
Let’s invest. But the President’s dep-
uty economic adviser said we can’t do
that, we can’t get the money to do
that, but we can do a Social Security
tax holiday and borrow $200 billion
more and not put people back to work.

Come on. Let’s follow up on what the
President said last night. Let’s get se-
rious about it, and let’s make the in-
vestments here. America, it is time to
focus on nation-building here at home
and put our people back to work and
ensure prosperity for future genera-
tions.

———

JOB CREATORS IN TEXAS “JUST
SAY NO” TO MORE GOVERNMENT
HELP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BRADY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Good morning,
America. President Reagan once said
the nine most terrifying words in the
English language were: I'm from the
government and I'm here to help.

Recently, I met with job creators,
small businesses and mid-size busi-
nesses in my east Texas district to talk
about jobs, and I wish the President
would have been with me to listen to
the men and women who create jobs in
my district, and they’re like the men
and women who create jobs across
America. In meeting after meeting, job
creators in my district made their
voices heard loud and clear. They don’t
want another Washington jobs bill.
They don’t want government that
taxes more, spends more, regulates
more, and borrows more. They aren’t
looking to Washington for more incen-
tives or tools to start hiring.

Want more jobs, they ask? Then get
your finances in order and get Wash-
ington out of the way of our economic
recovery. They want this Congress to
cut now and cut deep, and when this
Congress thinks it’s cut enough waste-
ful and nonessential government spend-
ing, they want this Congress to cut
more. In other words, they want their
lawmakers to do what it takes to get
our Nation back on sound footing.

In Willis, city council member Anna
Ross asked, We're making the tough
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choices in our city budget. When will
the Federal Government do the same?

At the Conroe Rotary Club, Angela
Allen told me she wants Washington to
pay down the debt, go after fraud in
Medicare, and above all, get out of the
way of our job creators.

In Orange, Texas, small
businesspeople flat out rejected more
borrowed stimulus. They insist Con-
gress not raise the debt ceiling unless
we begin cutting up Washington’s cred-
it cards.

And local hospital administrator
Jarren Garrett said it as bluntly as can
be: Control spending.

In Huntsville, Texas, I heard how
concerned people over our huge job-
killing Tax Code. Sandra Sherman not
only wants us to stop the spending. She
wants government out of so many
areas of our lives from housing, and
banking, and medicine, and energy, in-
surance, and other sectors.

E.V. Blissard sent a loud message
that we should not give in to the big
spenders. E.V. is right. We can’t give
up the fight for a fair tax or to save
Medicare and Social Security for our
young people.

I heard that same message in Living-
ston, Texas, and New Caney, Texas,
where they said forcing fewer and fewer
taxpayers to carry more and more of
the Federal Government burden is a
sure way to kill the golden goose of
prosperity.

Fear and uncertainty of what’s com-
ing next from Washington, including
higher taxes, higher health care costs,
higher energy costs is keeping these
employers from putting out that ‘“Help
Wanted’ sign we’re all looking for.

In every town hall, roundtable, and
civic club in my district the four letter
word on the lips of everyone’s tongue
was ‘‘debt.” Mr. President, in Texas
the businesses that can help America
pull out of its economic slump say it’s
time to cut up America’s credit cards
and end the spending spree in Wash-
ington. They will tell you if Wash-
ington doesn’t back away from the cliff
of more debt, more spending, more reg-
ulation, and more taxes, they fear we
might cease to recognize our great Na-
tion in the future.

Today, 2 years after that economic
recovery supposedly started years after
we spent $820 billion against our Re-
publican objections, that stimulus, we
have fewer Americans working today
than when the stimulus began, one-half
million fewer people working than
when all that stimulus was supposed to
jump-start the economy. Manufac-
turing is down, factory orders are
down, consumer confidence is down. We
were promised our unemployment rate
right now would be 6% percent. Well, it
is almost 9 percent. We have the larg-
est number of people out of work, un-
employed. It’s almost at historic lev-
els. We have fewer people working
today than almost a quarter of a cen-
tury ago, fewer people in the workforce
in almost a generation.

The stimulus failed. It is time for a
new approach. It’s time to listen to the
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job creators. What they really did like,
by the way, was the Republican plan
for America’s job creators to get the
Tax Code out of the way of our small
business people, to get higher energy
and health care costs out of the way of
our job creators. They want to lower
the barriers so America competes and
finds new customers around the world,
get those barriers out of the way, and
they want a better business climate,
more patent reform, more lawsuit re-
form, get those extra costs out of the
way of our small businesses, and they
want us to get our financial house in
order.
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Mr. President, get out of the White
House, listen to our job creators. They
don’t want more government jobs bills.
They want you and this Congress out of
the way of what they know they want
to do. And with that, we will bring
jobs, bring the unemployment rate
down, and bring us back to the strong-
est economy in the world, not just for
a few years but for the entire century.

———————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind Members that re-
marks in debate must be addressed to
the Chair.

——————

THANKING THE NATIONAL LABOR

RELATIONS BOARD FOR ITS
LEADERSHIP
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. RYAN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to thank the National Labor
Relations Board for moving in a direc-
tion with a recent proposed change
that will actually strengthen a work-
er’s ability in the United States to
unite, to work within a system that
has more transparency, that is fairer,
that is streamlined so that we can re-
turn a little bit more power here in the
United States of America to the work-
er.

Representing a district in northeast
Ohio and cities like Akron and Youngs-
town, and in a region that includes
Cleveland and Canton and is not too far
from Pittsburgh, we have had a long,
proud history in our region of a strong
middle class that, in many ways, was
provided by union representation, to
bring some balance to an economic sys-
tem, quite frankly, right now that is
run by major global multinational in-
terests that will do whatever is nec-
essary to drive down wages for average
workers.

I love this economic theory that we
hear many times from our friends on
the other side that if the minimum
wage just wasn’t so high, if workers
just weren’t making as much money,
that maybe the economy would start
humming. Let’s reduce taxes on the
wealthiest people in the United States
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when they’ve had a boom for 20 years
of an increase in income. But if we re-
duce wages for middle class people,
that somehow this economy will just
turn right around.

And let me remind my friends on the
other side, we are currently living
under the President Bush tax system.
If this tax system of cutting taxing for
the wealthiest worked had created
jobs, we wouldn’t have the problems we
have right now. Think about it. We are
living under President Bush’s tax sys-
tem. This system, in ’01 and ’03, was
supposed to lead to tremendous growth
and job creation in the American econ-
omy. It hasn’t worked. America works
when we reinvest back into our people,
when we make sure people are trained
and educated.

I am for a reduction in the corporate
tax. We do need to keep business taxes
low so that we can be more competi-
tive. But when you start making hun-
dreds of millions of dollars and billions
of dollars, like Warren Buffett and Bill
Gates, you’'ve got to pay a little bit
more in taxes. And we need that rev-
enue so that we can rebuild our infra-
structure in the United States, so that
we can make college more affordable in
the United States, so that average fam-
ilies in Youngstown, in Niles can send
their kids to college to become engi-
neers. That revenue can be used to
make sure that every American has af-
fordable health care, so that no family
in the United States has to make a de-
cision or stare at the ceiling when they
are laying in bed at night, worrying
about whether or not their children
will have proper health care, or that if
one of their kids gets sick, they may
not be able to afford health care. That
shouldn’t happen in the United States
of America.

What the NLRB has done is said,
Let’s give more fairness, more trans-
parency, a more streamlined process so
that workers can unite together and
have some little bit of leverage against
the massive corporate interests. I've
been down here 9 years now in this
Congress, and it seems to me that
whatever the oil industry wants, they
get; whatever the insurance industry
wants, they get; whatever the multi-
nationals want, they get. And if we
don’t begin as a country to empower
average people to make a good middle
class wage, we are not going to be the
America any of us want. We are going
to be weaker.

You want to talk about family val-
ues—these are family values. What the
NLRB has done is move us closer to
having some family values. So I rise
today, Mr. Speaker, to say thank you
to the leadership of the NLRB for some
of these proposed changes. I hope they
continue to move forward. And I hope
this is just one small step where we, as
a country, say, You know, the middle
class is working, if we’re manufac-
turing things in the United States, if
we work together with a common
cause, a common purpose, if we’re
healthy, if we’re educated, everything
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else will take care of itself. That’s the
kind of country that this decision is
moving us towards, and I would like to
thank them.

———

SYRIAN VIOLENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. WALBERG) for 5 minutes.

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, while
our President telegraphs to our en-
emies a timeline for ending the war
that they are certainly willing to con-
tinue to commit to, while military ef-
forts continue in Libya with uncertain,
undisclosed, and unsuccessful outcomes
led by our administration under NATO
command, greater atrocities per-
petrated against freedom seekers in
Syria go unaddressed, unannounced,
unconsidered by our President. Why?
What’s the reason? What’s the time
limit? It is known that Syria has been
a continuing threat to freedom and a
strong supporter and sustainer of un-
rest and terrorism in the Middle East
and around the world. They’re a strong
ally of Iran and a constant threat to
our friend Israel.

As freedom-seeking citizens of Syria
join, Mr. Speaker, many others in the
Middle East in calling for political re-
forms, respect for human rights, and
regime change, the government of
Syria and President Bashar Al-Assad is
violently and sadistically suppressing
the Syrian people, his own people.
Tanks, snipers, goon squads, violent at-
tacks on women and children, starva-
tion and dehydration, inhuman impris-
onment, torture, and worse has been
the norm for the Syrian people for too
long—without a strong and principled
response from our President and our
Nation. Why? We’re not calling for a
war. We’'re not calling for troops on the
ground. We’re not calling for anything
right now except to take a stand
against this atrocity.

Other nations have stood and voiced
their concerns that President Assad
has violated its international obliga-
tions, including the International Cov-
enant on Civil and Political Rights and
the United Nations Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or
Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
Isn’t it time for our President and this
administration to stand and speak as
the world leader and call on President
Assad to step down and for the Syrian
Government to end its cruel crimes
against humanity?

I am firmly convinced that the rest
of the peace-loving world will respond
to our leadership. They are looking for
it. They expect it. They are asking for
it, and the Syrian people will be en-
couraged and defended. And liberty’s
cause will be promoted in this earth-
quake zone called the Middle East.

It’s time to speak up. May God grant
our President and this administration
and our government the courage to do
so. Because it is for humanity and peo-
ple like ourselves that we speak.
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OLD-FASHIONED ECONOMIC
COMMON SENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. BROUN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
my constituents know that Wash-
ington could learn a lot from using just
some good old-fashioned Georgia com-
mon sense. I want to tell you a quick
story. Earlier this month after one of
my town hall meetings, a mayor from
a small town in my district came up to
tell me about the hard times that her
city has been dealing with recently.
Unemployment has shot through the
roof, and many businesses in Hoschton,
Georgia, have been forced to downsize
or shut down completely. The mayor
told me about how tough times have
also required her to make some bold
choices about Hoschton’s budget. Ulti-
mately in efforts to keep the town
afloat, she ended up slashing their
budget by a whopping 67 percent. The
mayor said to me, ‘“‘Everything has to
be put on the table. Nothing can be im-
possible to cut.”

My liberal Democrat colleagues need
to take note. It’s long past time for the
Obama administration to stop spending
money like there’s no tomorrow. There
is a tomorrow, even though right now,
with over 9 percent unemployment,
that tomorrow is looking pretty bleak.
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America’s runaway spending has got-
ten so far out of control that it’s hard
get a grasp on the amount of debt our
Nation is in or how long it will take us
to repay the almost $14% trillion that
we have borrowed.

Americans don’t want excuses any-
more; they want solutions. They want
less spending and more jobs. They want
burdensome regulations removed from
the backs of small businesses who can
put so many more people back to work.
They want more free choice and less
big government when it comes to their
day-to-day lives.

Washington needs to follow the lead
of small cities, small businesses, and
families who are tightening their belts
all across this country. That small
Georgia town in my district that cut 67
percent of their budget to deal with
their financial crisis ought to be a
model and a blueprint for the Obama
administration and for Congress.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until noon
today.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 12
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until noon.

——
O 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.
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PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

O Lord our God, we give You thanks
for giving us another day. You have
kept us in life, sustained us, and al-
lowed us to reach this moment.

Bless the Members of the People’s
House that You have gifted to serve
our Nation. Preserve them this day and
for the coming day. Supply their needs
according to Your riches and prompt
them to work harmoniously with one
another. Give them a heart for the
needs of all people and help them to
reason together for the public good.
Should they be tempted by rancor, ease
their passion and grant them the re-
spectful desire to see past differences
toward accomplishments worthy of
Your desire for the benefit of all.

May all that is done this day be for
Your greater honor and glory.

Amen.

———
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ALTMIRE) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. ALTMIRE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

RESIGNATION FROM THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from the
House of Representatives:

STATE OF NEW YORK,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Albany, NY, June 20, 2011.
JOHN BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House,
The Capitol, Washington DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: As New York

State’s Secretary of State, I have received
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the resignation of Anthony D. Weiner as New
York’s 9th Congressional District Represent-
ative in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives. The New York State Depart-
ment of State filed the letter today. A copy
of his letter of resignation is attached.
Sincerely,
CESAR A. PERALES,
Secretary of State.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 20, 2011.
Hon. CESAR PERALES,
Secretary of State, New York Department of
State, State Street, Albany, NY.
Hon. ANDREW CUOMO,
Governor, Executive Chamber, State Capitol, Al-
bany, NY.

DEAR SECRETARY PERALES AND GOVERNOR
CuoMo: I hereby resign as the Member of the
House of Representatives for New York’s
Ninth Congressional District effective at
midnight, Tuesday, June 21, 2011. It has been
an honor to serve the people of Queens and
Brooklyn.

Sincerely,
ANTHONY D. WEINER,
Member of Congress.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. Under clause 5(d) of
rule XX, the Chair announces to the
House that, in light of the resignation
of the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER), the whole number of the
House is 432.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 requests for 1l-minute
speeches on each side of the aisle.

———

BRING HOME TROOPS IN VICTORY

(Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Last night,
we heard President Obama’s plan for
withdrawing our troops from Afghani-
stan. While I share the President’s goal
of wanting to bring home our brave
troops as soon and as safely as possible,
I'm concerned that political consider-
ations were given more weight in this
decision than military strategy.

As a military veteran of 27 years, 1
understand how important it is to base
decisions like this on the guidance of
our commanders in the field. Our mili-
tary commanders are the best military
strategists in the world, and they are
the ones in a position to know how
many and what type of troops they
need to do their mission.

When the President announced his
troop surge, he included the lasting in-
fluence of Taliban among his reasons.
The Taliban remains allied with al
Qaeda, and both terrorist networks
would rather see Afghanistan de-
stroyed than lose their influence over
the Afghan people.

Mr. Speaker, we’ve learned that
fighting our Nation’s wars from the
Oval Office does not work. Let’s make
sure our troops come home in victory.
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MEDICARE TURNS 46

(Ms. BASS of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. BASS of California. In July,
Medicare will be 46 years old. This is an
opportunity for all of us to take a look
at history.

In 1965, 44 percent of Americans over
the age of 656 had no health insurance.
Many seniors were pushed into poverty
by medical costs. In 1965, when Medi-
care was first passed, out of 200 Repub-
lican Members of Congress, less than
half voted for it. Future Presidents
Bush and Reagan called Medicare so-
cialized medicine. So it should be no
surprise that Republicans are still try-
ing to end Medicare. Today, it’s called
saving Medicare—we should end it in
order to save it.

Seventy percent of the public does
not support the Republican plan to end
Medicare. And so it is a sad fact that a
month before the 46th anniversary of
Medicare, Republican Members of the
House are not celebrating the Nation’s
commitment to ensure that our seniors
have health care but are instead trying
to end Medicare before the 46th anni-
versary.

—————

HERE THEY GO AGAIN: NLRB AND
UNIONS ARE KILLING JOBS

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the NLRB, under the influ-
ence of union bosses, on Tuesday acted
again to restrict workers’ rights. The
NLRB proposed new rules that would
speed up elections for unionization. In
doing so, unions would force workers
into union memberships before fully
considering both the advantages and
disadvantages of membership. By im-
plementing a shorter voting period,
U.S. Chamber Vice President Randy
Johnson has revealed this is a cleverly
disguised mandate to pressure workers
into joining a union without making
an informed decision.

Moreover, the NLRB wants to delay
litigation over many voter eligibility
issues. As Chairman JOHN KLINE stated,
“Big Labor has found faithful friends
on the Obama NLRB.”

The job-killing influence of unions
over the NLRB must be stopped before
it tramples the rights of American
workers, Kkilling jobs at Boeing in
South Carolina, and now Kkilling jobs
across America.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

————

RELIGIOUS VIOLENCE IN EGYPT

(Mr. SIRES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my concern for the esca-
lating persecution of the Christian
community in Egypt.
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We were all inspired by the call for
freedom and democracy in Egypt this
winter, but for some in Egypt, the
transition has led to more threats,
more fear, and more violence. While
Mubarak is gone, extremist groups in
Egypt are using the newly opened po-
litical space to escalate their war
against Christians. Churches are burn-
ing and people are being murdered in
the streets over their religious beliefs.
If these groups get their way, the op-
portunity for a democratic and free
Egypt would be lost.

As the United States partners with
Egyptian communities to support de-
mocracy in this time of transition, it is
imperative that human rights viola-
tions are not pushed aside. The United
States must demand that any Egyptian
Government protect the rights and
lives of its citizens before any U.S. dol-
lars are given to that government.

The respect of human rights, includ-
ing religious freedoms, is imperative
for the future and stability of Egypt
and the region.

————

MR. PRESIDENT, DON'T PLAY POL-
ITICS: SUPPORT AMERICAN EN-
ERGY

(Mr. HULTGREN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HULTGREN. The cost of gasoline
is devastating American family budg-
ets, destroying jobs, and debilitating
our economy. Gas prices in my home
State of Illinois are among the highest
in the Nation.

It’s clear that America needs an en-
ergy policy that will take advantage of
America’s vast supplies of oil, gas, and
other resources. But instead of choos-
ing to boost domestic energy produc-
tion, which would create jobs and help
get our economy moving again, the
President has chosen the shortsighted,
politically expedient, and financially
expensive route of tapping our Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. I urge him to
reconsider his decision and embrace
the legislation we have passed to in-
crease domestic energy production.

I have been proud to support the bills
we’ve passed because they will not only
reduce our reliance on unstable and un-
friendly regions of the world, they will
also create good-paying jobs here at
home. So instead of tapping the SPR to
help his reelection campaign, the
President should do what is truly best
for America and support our efforts to
increase domestic energy production
and create the jobs hardworking Amer-
icans are looking for.

——
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SUPPORTING THE EQUAL RIGHTS
AMENDMENT

(Ms. TSONGAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of the Equal
Rights Amendment.
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Yesterday, I was proud to join 158 of
my House colleagues—women and
men—in cosponsoring this simple con-
stitutional guarantee that ‘‘equality of
rights’ shall not be denied or abridged
on account of one’s gender. The ERA
was passed by Congress in 1972, and
won approval from 35 States before
falling just three short of ratification.
Since then, women have gained signifi-
cant protections in society, in the
workplace and at home; but it is clear
that much more must be done.

Earlier this year, a sitting member of
the U.S. Supreme Court stated his view
that the Constitution does not prohibit
“discrimination on the basis of sex.”
While many legal scholars were quick
to disagree, his words illustrate clearly
the need for explicit constitutional
protections. Without them, Congress
has—and has already attempted to—
roll back these gains.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting the ERA and in standing up
for the constitutional protection for
women and families.

———————

REDUCING THE CORPORATE TAX
RATE

(Mr. BARTLETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased to rise to support my col-
league DONNA EDWARDS and her bill to
reduce the corporate tax in order to
create more jobs in this country.

The corporate tax is, perhaps, the
most regressive tax we have because, in
reality, you cannot tax a corporation.
It simply becomes a part of the cost of
doing business, and they pass it on to
the consumer, who pays the tax, which
makes everything cost more that the
consumer buys, so the consumer will be
benefited in several ways when we re-
duce the corporate tax rate.

Corporations will grow, and there
will be more jobs. More corporations
will move to this country, creating
more jobs. By the way, the revenue
stream from this increase in the size of
corporations and in the number of cor-
porations may actually increase as a
result of reducing the tax rate. There
will be more jobs for our consumers,
and the things they buy will cost less.
This is a win-win-win for everybody.

Thank you, Congresswoman
EDWARDS, for your leadership.

——————

WASTEFUL SPENDING WITHIN THE
FHA’S INTERNATIONAL  SCAN
PROGRAM

(Mr. ALTMIRE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, this
week, I cosigned a letter to Transpor-
tation Secretary LaHood expressing
concern about the waste of taxpayer
dollars at the Federal Highway Admin-
istration’s International Scan Pro-
gram. This program has likely wasted
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millions of dollars over the past 10
years, sending government officials
abroad most recently to study bill-
boards in five different countries, over
17 days, at a cost of $300,000 to the tax-
payers.

Rightly, Secretary LaHood responded
to our letter by immediately sus-
pending the program, but the question
remains: Why did it exist in the first
place, and how many others like it
exist throughout the Federal bureauc-
racy?

We must continue to scrutinize the
budgets at all Federal agencies so we
can put an end to this type of wasteful
spending once and for all. Hopefully,
the suspension of this billboard pro-
gram is just a sign of things to come.

————
ENCOURAGING JOB CREATION AND
THE AMERICAN ENTREPRE-

NEURIAL SPIRIT

(Mr. STUTZMAN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today as the proud Representative of
Indiana’s hardworking Third District
and as an original member of the Job
Creators Caucus. I have come to the
floor today to talk about what makes
America great and what we can do to
encourage job creation and America’s
entrepreneurial spirit.

America’s curiosity, passion for ex-
cellence and drive for efficiency moves
every small business owner and entre-
preneur in our Nation. Mom-and-pop
grocery stores, local mechanics, inde-
pendent insurance agents, farmers, and
countless others make our Nation
great. Make no mistake. Our greatness
is not attributed to our prosperity.
Rather, America is prosperous because
she is great, and she is great because
she is free.

As a small business owner and a
farmer, I have firsthand knowledge of
our Nation’s unique and wonderful de-
sign. Business owners are free to make
the countless decisions that they face
each and every day. Unfortunately,
that entrepreneurial spirit is under at-
tack. Individual Americans are still
restless for opportunity, but a threat
comes from an excessive government
that limits opportunities and stifles
job growth.

In 1913, the Ford Motor Company re-
duced its production time from 14
hours to 1% hours. Today, a massive
bureaucratic machine produces job-
killing regulations at a speed that
would make Henry Ford shudder.
Every year, unelected bureaucrats
issue more than 3,000 final rules, close
to 10 rules a day.

I have proudly cosponsored the
REINS Act, which would reverse the
harmful onslaught of regulation that
cripples businesses and thwarts job cre-
ation. I know that when government
gets out of the way it allows Ameri-
cans to realize their full potential.

The American entrepreneurial spirit
is not dead. Men and women across the
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Nation are ready. They want to know if

Washington is, too.

———————

WE MUST SUSTAIN AND PROTECT
SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE

(Mr. AL GREEN of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, in these times of great difficulty
and uncertainty, our senior citizens
want to know where we stand, and I
want the senior citizens to know that I
stand with them. I will not vote to
voucherize Medicare, and I will not
vote to socialize to the extent that we
privatize Social Security.

Medicare has been there for millions
of our senior citizens. It is a program
on which they can depend. In their
minds, Medicare is better care. We
have 40 million seniors depending on
Medicare. We cannot take that from
them. Many of the seniors in my dis-
trict depend on Social Security to the
extent that, if they don’t have Social
Security, they do not ‘‘have.”

These two programs mean a lot to
the people that I represent. No privat-
ization of Social Security and no
voucherizing of Medicare. I will vote to
sustain them and protect them.

CREATING A SOUND ENERGY
POLICY

(Mr. FLEMING asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Obama announced today that he
is releasing 30 million barrels of oil
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve
to alleviate supply disruptions that he
claims are as a result of the conflict in
Libya. The irony here is obvious: Who
attacked Libya and created the disrup-
tions in the first place?

Furthermore, this is the same Presi-
dent whose policies and regulations
over the past 2 years have systemati-
cally choked our domestic energy pro-
duction, stifled job creation and re-
sulted in record energy prices for the
American public. Releasing o0il from
the SPR is an obvious political move to
cover up the high gasoline prices cre-
ated by the President’s policies.

Mr. President, if you were truly seri-
ous about increasing the supply of oil
and lowering prices, you would stop
being the candidate-in-chief and begin
taking leadership on a sound energy
policy, parts of which the House has al-
ready passed.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas). Members are advised to ad-
dress the Chair and not the administra-
tion.
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THE 375TH ANNIVERSARY OF
PROVIDENCE

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to commemorate the 375th anni-
versary of the founding of the city of
Providence, Rhode Island’s magnificent
capital city.

Providence, fondly known as the cre-
ative capital, the Renaissance city and
the beehive of industry, has embodied
American values since its founding in
1636. When Roger Williams founded the
city of Providence, he could not have
known what it would become: the city,
built upon Roger Williams’ tradition of
diversity, welcoming immigrants from
around the world into vibrant urban
neighborhoods.

Having served for 8 years as mayor of
this great city, I am aware of its well-
earned reputation as the arts and cul-
ture center of New England. Provi-
dence has been recognized as one of the
coolest cities in America, one of the 25
best cities for arts and culture and one
of the 100 best cities for young people—
to name just a few accolades. It has
also been recognized by the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors for its innovative
after-school programs, its world-class
arts and entertainment and its restora-
tion of city rivers, the creation of
downtown warfront parks and spectac-
ular historic preservation.

Three hundred seventy-five years
after its founding, Providence is, with-
out question, one of America’s greatest
cities, and it is a true honor to com-
memorate its founding.

———

YORK RIVER WILD AND SCENIC
RIVER STUDY ACT

(Ms. PINGREE of Maine asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Ms. PINGREE of Maine. Mr. Speaker,
last month, when I was standing on the
banks of the York River in Maine, I
learned that the river serves as a home
for species like the New England Cot-
tontail, the Eastern Box Turtle and the
threatened Harlequin Duck; but the
York River is also a place where people
are making their livings.

Fishermen depend on the good qual-
ity of the water and access to the wa-
terfront, and farmers in the York River
Watershed grow pumpkins, potatoes
and other produce that keep Maine
communities healthy. The natural
beauty of the river draws visitors to
the area from around the State and
around the country.

Mr. Speaker, later today, I am intro-
ducing the York River Wild and Scenic
River Study Act, which would commis-
sion a feasibility study to find out if
the river qualifies as a “Wild and Sce-
nic Partnership River’—a designation
that would help preserve the river as
an economic and natural resource for
generations to come.
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IT’S TIME TO GET AMERICANS
BACK TO WORK

(Ms. EDWARDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, it’s
time to talk turkey about jobs. Too
many Americans are unemployed, and
it’s time to get Americans back to
work. As we enter this new decade in
the 21st century, research and develop-
ment is critical to rebuilding American
manufacturing and to creating jobs. In
today’s global economy, manufacturing
here in the United States and innova-
tion remains a linchpin for economic
growth that is being challenged rigor-
ously by our competitors around the
world.

Today, I rise to highlight legislation
I introduced with my colleague from
Maryland, ROSCOE BARTLETT, to spur
innovation and economic development.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 682, the 21st Century
Investment Act, would encourage com-
panies to co-locate their research and
development activities with job cre-
ation here in the United States. We’d
make permanent the research and de-
velopment tax credit and increase the
domestic manufacturing tax credit to
15 percent. Those are jobs here in the
United States.

The time was that we were the global
leader and the architect of research
and development, but not true today.
We can and we must do better because
of whatever that is we’re down to,
about number 17 or 21. We can do bet-
ter; and so by joining Mr. BARTLETT
and me, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 689 will re-
claim the mantle of innovation and
create jobs.

———

LEGALIZING MARIJUANA

(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, in June the
Global Conference on Drug Policy, a 19-
member group that included former
U.N. Secretary General Kofi Annan,
Ronald Reagan’s Secretary of State
George Schultz and Paul Volcker said
that the drug war was a failure, that it
needed to be readdressed with new pri-
orities, and suggested that this coun-
try get out of the Federal marijuana
possession business.

It is for that reason and others that
I will Dbe joining today with
Congresspeople RON PAUL, JOHN CON-
YERS, BARNEY FRANK, JARED POLIS and
others to introduce a bill to get the
Federal Government out of possession
of marijuana and into interstate and
international shipments of marijuana
and allowing the States to decide, like
they do with alcohol, how they should
deal with marijuana. Better they
should deal with it as a health policy
and not a criminal policy and not stig-
matize young people for life with
marks on their record that might deny
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them employment and taking police of-
ficers’ work away from violent crimes,
where they should be better be used.

——————

SUPERINTENDENT JANE RUSSO’S
RETIREMENT

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor a very dedicated leader from my
community, our superintendent Jane
Russo. She has served the Santa Ana
Unified School District for over 25
years. As the first woman super-
intendent for Santa Ana Unified, she
has been a visionary for the commu-
nity.

Superintendent Russo has built part-
nerships with parents, with community
leaders, with government, and with
business leaders. She has taken leader-
ship roles she has mentored and she
has shown parents and faculty and ad-
ministrators, the business community,
all of us, what it is to truly collaborate
and work together.

With approximately 58,000 students,
61 schools, 4,500 employees, Super-
intendent Russo manages the second
largest employer in Santa Ana and the
largest school district in Orange Coun-
ty and the sixth largest school district
in California.

Her accomplishments have been rec-
ognized at the State and national lev-
els. Under her leadership for the school
district’s academic performance index,
it increased by nearly 100 points, and
she received the highest score on State
compliance report cards for special
education and the highest increase in
State testing for English language
learners scoring proficient and above.

Ms. Russo will leave a lasting legacy
in our district. She has shaped and
made our community even better, and
I am honored to recognize such a great
member of our community, and I con-
gratulate her on her retirement.

——

MEDICARE

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, next week
marks the 45th anniversary of imple-
menting Medicare. On this occasion, it
is right that Congress work together to
protect and strengthen Medicare for
our future generations. Sadly, instead
of preserving Medicare, my Republican
colleagues have approved a plan to de-
stroy it.

The Republican budget privatizes
Medicare programs, turning control
over to the insurance industry; ends
guaranteed Medicare coverage for sen-
iors, replacing it with a voucher sys-
tem; doubles out-of-pocket medical
costs for seniors.

I ask my colleagues, where are your
priorities? We should be creating jobs
and helping middle class families. We

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

should not be dismantling safety net
programs like Medicare and Medicaid.

Let’s stop the politics. Let’s work to-
gether. Let’s work on a plan to protect
our seniors and be responsible to lower
the deficit.

———

NOW IS THE TIME TO PASS THE
PENDING FREE TRADE AGREE-
MENTS

(Mr. DOLD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, for more
than a short period of time, we’ve had
an opportunity to talk about free trade
agreements, and when we talk about it,
it’s about jobs, jobs in the economy.
More than 57 million jobs in America
are directly supported by international
trade. Free trade with other nations
not only creates more jobs for Ameri-
cans; it creates more opportunity
around the world.

In my district, over 58,000 jobs are di-
rectly supported by exports. In fact,
last year almost $20 billion worth of
merchandise was exported from my dis-
trict alone. If Washington is serious
about creating more jobs, then we
should immediately pass the pending
free trade agreements with Korea, Co-
lombia, and Panama.

New jobs are created in our local
communities when our Nation in-
creases free trade. Free trade also low-
ers prices for the American consumer.
When burdensome tariffs are lifted, the
average American family of four sees
an increased purchasing power of ap-
proximately $10,000.

Now is not the time to play political
games with these free trade agree-
ments. Now is the time to pass these
pending free trade agreements so that
we can create jobs here at home and
help ease the burden on American fam-
ilies.

—

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
NORTH KOREA—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112-40)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent to the Federal Reg-
ister for publication the enclosed notice
stating that the national emergency
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declared in Executive Order 13466 of
June 26, 2008, expanded in scope in Ex-
ecutive Order 13551 of August 30, 2010,
and addressed further in Executive
Order 13570 of April 18, 2011, is to con-
tinue in effect beyond June 26, 2011.
The existence and the risk of pro-
liferation of weapons-usable fissile ma-
terial on the Korean Peninsula, and the
actions and policies of the Government
of North Korea that destabilize the Ko-
rean Peninsula and imperil U.S. Armed
Forces, allies, and trading partners in
the region, continue to constitute an
unusual and extraordinary threat to
the national security, foreign policy,
and economy of the United States. For
these reasons, I have determined that
it is necessary to continue the national
emergency with vrespect to these
threats and maintain in force the
measures taken to deal with that na-
tional emergency.
BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 23, 2011.

——————

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
THE WESTERN BALKANS—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 112-41)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent to the Federal Reg-
ister for publication the enclosed notice
stating that the Western Balkans
emergency is to continue in effect be-
yond June 26, 2011.

The crisis constituted by the actions
of persons engaged in, or assisting,
sponsoring, or supporting (i) extremist
violence in the Republic of Macedonia
and elsewhere in the Western Balkans
region, or (ii) acts obstructing imple-
mentation of the Dayton accords Bos-
nia, United Nations Security Council
Resolution 1244 of June 10, 1999, in
Kosovo, or the Ohrid Framework
Agreement of 2001 in Macedonia, that
led to the declaration of a national
emergency on June 26, 2001, in Execu-
tive Order 13219, and to amendment of
that order in Executive Order 13304 of
May 28, 2003, has not been resolved. The
acts of extremist violence and obstruc-
tionist activity outlined in Executive
Order 13219, as amended, are hostile to
U.S. interests and continue to con-
stitute an unusual and extraordinary
threat to the national security and for-
eign policy of the United States. For
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these reasons, I have determined that

it is necessary to continue the national

emergency declared with respect to the

Western Balkans and maintain in force

the sanctions to respond to this threat.
BARACK OBAMA.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 23, 2011.

——
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2219, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2012

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 320 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 320

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2219) making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2012, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI are waived. During consideration of the
bill for amendment, the chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord priority in
recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. When
the committee rises and reports the bill back
to the House with a recommendation that
the bill do pass, the previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. (a)(1) During the 112th Congress, it
shall not be in order to consider an amend-
ment to a general appropriation bill pro-
posing both a decrease in an appropriation
designated pursuant to section 301 of House
Concurrent Resolution 34 and an increase in
an appropriation not so designated, or vice
versa.

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to an
amendment between the Houses.

(b) With respect to H.R. 2219, subsection (a)
shall apply only in the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. NUGENT. For the purpose of de-
bate only, I yield the customary 30
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
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have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H. Res. 320 and the
underlying legislation, H.R. 2219, which
appropriates funds for the Department
of Defense for fiscal year 2012.

The rule is a truly open rule, one
which provides for ample debate on the
bill and gives Members of both the mi-
nority and the majority the oppor-
tunity to participate in debates. Any
Member can submit an amendment to
H.R. 2219 as long as it’s germane, in
keeping with the rules of the House.

As a member of the Rules Com-
mittee, I’'m proud of the transparency,
the openness, and the free-flowing de-
bate that we’ve seen thus far in the
112th Congress, especially in the appro-
priations process. One way we can show
our commitment to the change we
promised the American people is by
supporting open rules like this one.
The underlying bill keeps our promise
to bring an end to wasteful pet
projects. In keeping with the House
earmark ban, H.R. 2219 doesn’t contain
a single earmark.

Now, as a father of three sons all cur-
rently serving in the United States
Army, this bill is of special importance
to me. It’s important to the Blue Star
moms and dads whose kids have an-
swered the call of duty and are serving
their country in uniform. But this leg-
islation isn’t just important to the
moms and dads and husbands and wives
of the loved ones serving overseas. This
legislation is important to all Ameri-
cans. This appropriations bill ensures
that the men and women in our Armed
Forces are equipped with the tools and
the resources they need to get the job
done. It’s a bill that ensures we can
continue to go to bed at night and be
safe and sound in our homes, knowing
our troops are protecting our Nation
and our way of life.

Mr. Speaker, I had the honor and
privilege of visiting Iraq and Afghani-
stan and Pakistan during the last con-
stituent work week. While there, I got
to meet many military leaders, our al-
lies, but, most importantly, our troops
on the ground. I saw with my own eyes
the equipment they’re working with
and the environment that they’re
working in. I saw what they had and
heard about what they needed to get
their jobs done. And this legislation is
vital to giving our men and women in
uniform the resources they need to per-
form their mission and, more impor-
tantly, to get them home safely.

Mr. Speaker, while I support our
troops no matter where the President
sends them, I also believe we need to
focus on the wars we’re already fight-
ing. To that end, I'm sorry there aren’t
restrictions on using these funds in
Libya. I thank Chairman YOUNG and
Ranking Member DICKS for not appro-
priating for further hostilities in that
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country. We can’t stretch our resources
so thin that we ultimately end up
tying the hands of our troops.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take a minute to discuss the rule’s
commitment to budgetary trans-
parency. The budget resolution adopted
earlier this year included specifically
delineated funds for operations related
to the global war on terror. This fund
is capped at $126 billion. The intent of
the budget language was to preserve
these funds specifically for the war on
terror and to ensure that the money
wasn’t diverted for unrelated pro-
grams.

Previous majorities have used simi-
lar constructs for the exact same pur-
pose. Additionally, in previous Con-
gresses, the Budget Committee chair-
man was prepared to advise the Chair
that in terms of spending levels, it is
impermissible to use funding for the
global war on terror to offset increases
in spending elsewhere in this bill. The
same is true this Congress. Section 2 of
the rule codifies the budget resolu-
tion’s intent and the past practices of
this House. The rule prohibits funding
for the global war on terror from being
used to pay for operations of any other
kind. This provides transparency and
accountability as to exactly how much
money is being spent on the global war
on terror, rather than counting the
funds as an off-budget emergency
spending program.

With that, I encourage my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’” on the rule and to vote
‘“‘yes’ on the underlying legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2219, the Defense
Department Appropriations Act for fis-
cal year 2012, represents $530 billion in
regular discretionary spending, $8.9 bil-
lion below the President’s request, but
$17 billion above the fiscal year 2011 en-
acted level.

Before going further into my re-
marks, I would like to thank my friend
and fellow Floridian for yielding time
to me, and I extend a personal thanks
to him and his family, and particularly
his three sons that are serving in the
Army. I don’t have three sons, but I
had three uncles who served in the
Army in another era, in the Second
World War. And as I was proud of them,
I am also proud of Mr. NUGENT’S sons
and the many families and servicemen
and -women in our military.

From pay raises for military oper-
ations, this legislation offers a basi-
cally reasonable and comprehensive ap-
proach to our Nation’s defense activi-
ties.
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Yet I'm deeply concerned by really
the staggering amounts of money this
country continues to devote to the
military. At a time of fiscal austerity
when the majority is slashing tens of
billions of dollars from essential social
programs, it’s, in my view, absurd that
we continue to exempt the Department
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of Defense from the same scrutiny that
we apply to our domestic programs.
For all of the rhetoric that I have
heard through the years from my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
about runaway spending, the fact of
the matter is that Republicans actu-
ally increased spending in this bill.
While they insist that more families
must go hungry, fewer students need to
go to college, fewer firefighters and
teachers need to work in our cities, and
fewer jobs need to be created, the Re-
publican majority believes that $649
billion still isn’t quite enough.

The United States accounts for 43
percent of all military spending on
Earth. We already outspend Russia and
China, the next biggest spenders, by a
factor of six. We tell teachers they
can’t get classroom supplies, but we
don’t tell admirals that they can’t
have more submarines. We tell mayors
that they can’t have more cops, but we
don’t tell generals that they can’t have
more ballistic missiles. And we tell
Americans that they can’t get their
roads fixed or their levies strength-
ened, but here we are funding a next
generation of nuclear weapons, not to
mention that we already have enough
nuclear weapons to kill everybody on
Earth 25 times over.

Mr. Speaker, we need to recognize
that our priorities are askew and our
spending on defense is unsustainable.
Let me give you an example:

The Republican majority recently
cut one-third, or proposed cutting one-
third of the budget—almost $500 mil-
lion—from the Food for Peace program.
Over the course of almost 50 years, this
program has delivered lifesaving food
supplies to over 3 billion people. As
John F. Kennedy correctly noted when
he was running for President, ‘‘food is
peace.” Yet these cuts mean that mil-
lions of people in vulnerable and under-
developed regions of the world will not
receive food aid from the United
States.

The Arab Spring uprisings that arose
in Tunisia were largely because of the
concerns for food, and that is true else-
where in the Middle East and North Af-
rica. And this particular year should be
a reminder that conflict erupts when
people go without their most basic
needs, including food.

At the same time when people see
that the food they receive is coming
from the United States—and I've had
the good fortune of visiting around the
world, having served over a period of
time, 8 years over a period of 10 years
on the Intelligence Committee here in
Congress and having served previous to
that on the Foreign Affairs Committee
and now serving on the Committee for
Security and Cooperation in Europe, I
have had an opportunity to see first-
hand in Germany countless amounts of
food stamped with “USA” on them,
and I've seen them in camps, and I suf-
fer with the people now in southern
Sudan. My colleague, DONALD PAYNE,
and a former colleague, Harry John-
ston from West Palm Beach, were to-
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gether at a refugee camp in Nemili and
previous to that in Mombasa, Kenya.
I've seen our food aid around the world
reduce the kind of anti-American ex-
tremism that often festers in these re-
gions and manifests itself into con-
flicts that we wind up having to go and
fight about.

So the reality, Mr. Speaker, is that
food aid is actually critical to our na-
tional security. And the spending that
we do to preempt or prevent conflicts
means the less money that we have to
spend later fighting them.

We’re doing a disservice to our serv-
icemen and -women by cutting pro-
grams that reduce the risk of war while
adding billions to programs that create
ever-more powerful methods to wage
war. At the same time, we need to rec-
ognize that the increasing amounts we
spend on the military means the less
money we have here at home to address
our pressing domestic concerns.

All of us heard the President of the
United States last night speak to this
issue, that while it may appear and
might readily be perceived as nation
building that we are doing in some

countries, it is time for us, as the
President said, to begin domestic
building.

When I went to Iraq a few years ago,
they showed us the remains of a water
treatment plant. We spent 14 million
U.S. dollars building that plant, and
just as soon as it was finished, some-
body came and blew it up. Mr. Speaker,
I see us building water treatment
plants in Basra and in Baghdad, in
Kandahar and Kabul. But I don’t see us
building much-needed water treatment
plants in the cities of the Glades that
I represent—Belle Glade, Pahokee, and
Clewiston—as well as others, Deerfield
Beach, and Miramar, my hometown,
I've had requests for water treatment
matters, as well as Riviera Beach.
Every year cities and counties in the
congressional district that I'm privi-
leged to serve come begging and asking
for money to support infrastructure
projects that no one is likely to blow
up, and yet we don’t fund them.

I don’t say that we shouldn’t help the
Iraqi or the Afghan people develop
their country, but I do say that we
ought to be mindful that in our own
country we have bridges collapsing,
dams breaking, levies failing, roads
crumbling, and water utilities leaking
away. We simply cannot justify to the
American people our willingness to
spend tens of billions of dollars in Iraq
and Afghanistan while neglecting those
same efforts here at home.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this measure
contains several billion dollars in aid
to Pakistan. As I have said before, you
can’t readily say the word ‘‘Afghani-
stan’ without also saying the word
“Pakistan.” To the extent that we are
involved in Afghanistan, we also are in-
volved in Pakistan. But we send bil-
lions of dollars to Pakistan only to see
large sums of that money being used
against American interests, funding
the very same extremist groups that
we are trying to eliminate.
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A recent article in the New Yorker
magazine noted that the Pakistani
military submits expense claims every
month to the United States Embassy
in Islamabad. No receipts are provided
and none are even requested. We're
sending money out the door into one of
the most conflict-ridden regions of the
world without so much as an under-
standing of where that money is going,
what exactly it is being used for, who
in Pakistan is giving it to whom, and
why someone is receiving it. We know
that the Pakistani military and intel-
ligence community support some of the
extremist groups that are engaged
against United States interests and
which have committed acts of ter-
rorism against civilians.

So again, Mr. Speaker, I come around
to the point that we spend absolutely
too much money on military and de-
fense matters that we do not give half
the same attention to debating as we
do about cutting nutrition support, as
is proposed for women, infants and
children or financial aid to college stu-
dents.
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When Belle Glade, Florida, in the
congressional district that I serve,
comes looking for less than $1 million
to fix their infrastructure and provide
jobs for their local residents, the Re-
publican majority has a whole long list
of reasons of why we can’t afford it.
And yet, before us today, I see $56 bil-
lion for two submarines, $2 billion for
one destroyer, and $6 billion for 32
fighter jets.

I maintain, Mr. Speaker, that our
level of defense spending is on an
unsustainable course. And at a time
when we are demanding that the Amer-
ican people do more with much, much
less, we also have to make choices and
set priorities when it comes to our Na-
tion’s military spending.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS). I agree with a lot of what
he said.

We talk about Pakistan, and I just
came from there. We talk about the
threat that the Taliban that are hiding
in Pakistan pose to our troops in Af-
ghanistan, and we talk about that
every day. We talk about the inaction
of the Pakistani military and the ISI
in particularly rooting out those that
are Kkilling more U.S. troops in Afghan-
istan than anything else.

I would like to see more direct in-
volvement as relates to Pakistan and
their military on accountability issues
that Mr. HASTINGS brought up, about
the ability for us to make sure that if
they’re going to be allies in this fight
against terrorism and particularly
against the Taliban, that they truly
are.

But in regards to this bill, the under-
lying legislation, this is $9 billion less
than what the President of the United
States requested for military DOD allo-
cations this year, for 2012, $9 billion
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less than the President’s request. And
some of it is to restock our National
Guard and Reserve units that have
been decimated over the years in re-
gards to fighting wars in two different
countries. It’s about giving our troops
a pay raise. It’s about taking care of
their medical needs and research in re-
gards to providing medical care for
those that are in the military. And
guess what? That also then bleeds out
into the civilian world in regards to
those applications that are developed
in the military.

It is about our core mission. The
Constitution is clear about our core
mission in regards to national defense.
It talks specifically about this Nation
and what this responsibility is of this
Congress in regards to national de-
fense.

I said earlier what does trouble me is
that, in this, our chairman did a great
job of not putting funding in to fund
any more incursions into Libya, but it
doesn’t restrict it right now. And
there’s going to be discussion on Libya
coming up later today.

But I've got to give credit to the
chairman of the committee, of the sub-
committee, in regards to appropria-
tions that they really have crafted a
piece of legislation that has bipartisan
support in that committee. There’s bi-
partisan support across the board in re-
gards to where we need to go in regards
to keeping this Nation safe against
threats, known and unknown, in the fu-
ture.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am very, very pleased to
yield 4 minutes to my very good friend,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS), an icon in this Nation and a
passionate person on the subject at
hand.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today because the American peo-
ple have grown weary of war. War de-
stroys the dreams, the hopes, the aspi-
rations, and the longings of a people.

A wise man once said, ‘“Every gun
that is made, every warship launched,
every rocket fired signifies, in the final
sense, a theft from those who hunger
and are not fed, those who are cold and
are not clothed. This world in arms is
not spending money alone. It is spend-
ing the sweat of its laborers, the genius
of its scientists, hopes of its children.”

These are not the words of Dr. Martin
Luther King, Jr. These are not the
words of Gandhi. These are the words
of a five-star General, President
Dwight Eisenhower.

We have spent billions of dollars.
Thousands of our sons and daughters
have been left dead on the battlefield
and scarred by the brutality of war.
I'm glad that the President is bringing
10,000 soldiers home from Afghanistan,
but we must do more to end this war
and start investing in our future.

We cannot continue to fund this war
while we tell our seniors there is no
money for Medicare. We cannot fund
war and tell our children and young
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mothers that we won’t pay for food
stamps. We cannot pay for war while
our bridges and our roads are crum-
bling.

We cannot afford to make bombs and
guns. We must use our resources to
solve the problems of humankind, to
build and not to tear down, to reconcile
and not to divide, to love and not to
hate, to heal and not to kill.

If we want to create a beloved com-
munity, create a beloved world, a world
that is at peace with itself, if that is
our goal, our way must be love, peace,
and nonviolence, skilled diplomacy not
military might.

We must lay down the tools and in-
struments of war and violence. Stop
paying for war. Believe in the power of
peace and end this war.

Mr. NUGENT. I have no further re-
quests for time, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Thank
you, Mr. NUGENT. Again, I appreciate
your complimentary remarks regard-
ing mine, and I compliment you with
regard to yours. I don’t think we have
a single bit of daylight between us
when it comes to the support of the
men and women that are in the mili-
tary.

I do quarrel with, across the 14th
Street bridge, the amount of money
that we spend at the Pentagon. I have
personally seen generals serving gen-
erals. And somewhere along the line,
that just does not add up to frugality.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us
provides a comprehensive accounting
of our Nation’s military activities and
includes much deserved pay raises for
our troops, critical funding for health
programs, and disease research.

Let’s make it very clear. The only
thing that we could afford was a less
than 2 percent raise for our troops. And
I personally, and I believe Chairman
YouNGg of the subcommittee and the
distinguished Floridian who has served
on this committee for a protracted pe-
riod of time and has no peer when it
comes to support of the military—he
did have one peer that I know ex-
tremely well, and he does as well, and
that’s Ike Skelton, who was not re-
elected.
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We miss Ike and the extraordinary
service that he put forward on behalf of
this country, first as a soldier and then
as a Congressperson.

We can come up with the necessary
expenditures to keep our military well-
equipped, well-trained, and superior to
any other force, but at the same time
we need to devote greater attention to
the use of these precious resources. I
wish that the Republican majority
would have devoted as much concern
for the non-defense portion of our
budget as they do to the vast level of
spending contained in this measure. We
need to appreciate that spending
money on conflict prevention, as my
friend Mr. LEWIS pointed out, is far, far
cheaper in the long run than spending
money on conflict engagement.
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We cut social services programs here
at home and around the world at our
own peril. For when people lack food,
lack resources, lack dignity, lack a fu-
ture and lack hope, their nations will
much more easily succumb to the kind
of extremism, violence, and instability
that we are spending billions fighting.

I have no quarrel with providing the
necessary funding to support our serv-
icemen and -women or to carry out
their missions. Our Nation needs a lean
and powerful and effective military.
And we owe a debt of gratitude—as has
been expressed and likely will be con-
tinuously throughout this appropria-
tions process—to the members of the
military and their families for the sac-
rifices they make and the devotion to
duty they demonstrate. When they are
sent on difficult missions overseas, it’s
our duty to see that they have our full
and complete support.

But we also have great needs in this
country, and we cannot continue to
slash funding for essential programs
here at home in favor of ever-increas-
ing funding for wars abroad. We cannot
continue spending money overseas that
will go to waste when water treatment
plants get blown up. We can’t continue
funding dubious efforts in regions
where our money trickles down to the
very extremists it is supposed to be de-
feating. And we cannot keep increasing
our military budget year after year
while devastating essential programs
are left by the wayside here at home.

I do have one concern about this rule,
and that is the new section that was
added to this rule at the last minute
that set forth restrictions on the
amendment process.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I support
the rule and the underlying legislation,
and I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port it as well.

I know that since I've come to the
House, I've gotten up here and talked
time and time again about our govern-
ment’s core mission. There is no doubt
there is nothing more central to the
purpose of government than to provide
for our Nation’s defenses. It’s in the
Preamble of the Constitution: Provide
for the common defense. It’s in the
oath we took when we were sworn into
office to defend the Constitution of the
United States against all enemies, for-
eign and domestic.

H.R. 2219 fulfills our constitutional
duty to provide for our Nation’s de-
fense. Additionally, H. Res. 320 ensures
that we will review this legislation
completely in an open and transparent
manner that all American people de-
serve to see.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
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Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 247, nays
168, not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 479]
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320—the Rule for H.R. 2219—Department of
Defense Appropriations Act, 2012.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I demand

The

YEAS—247
Adams Gibbs Nugent
Aderholt Gibson Nunes
Akin Gohmert Nunnelee
Alexander Goodlatte Olson
Altmire Gosar Palazzo
Amash Gowdy Paul
Austria Granger Paulsen
Bachmann Graves (GA) Pearce
Bachus Graves (MO) Pence
Barletta Griffin (AR) Petri
Bartlett Griffith (VA) Pitts
Barton (TX) Grimm Platts
Bass (NH) Guinta Poe (TX)
Benishek Guthrie Pompeo
Berg Hall Posey
Biggert Hanna Price (GA)
Bilbray Harper Quayle
Bilirakis Harris Reed
Bishop (UT) Hartzler Rehberg
Black Hastings (WA) Reichert
Blackburn Hayworth Renacci
Bonner Heck Ribble
Bono Mack Hensarling Rigell
Boren Herger Rivera
Boustany Herrera Beutler  Roby
Brady (TX) Huelskamp Roe (TN)
Brooks Huizenga (MI) Rogers (AL)
Broun (GA) Hultgren Rogers (KY)
Buchanan Hunter Rogers (MI)
Bucshon Issa Rohrabacher
Buerkle Jenkins Rokita
Burgess Johnson (IL) Rooney
Burton (IN) Johnson (OH) Ros-Lehtinen
Calvert Johnson, Sam Roskam
Camp Jones Ross (AR)
Campbell Jordan Ross (FL)
Canseco Kelly Royce
Cantor King (IA) Runyan
Capito King (NY) Ryan (WI)
Carney Kingston Scalise
Carter Kinzinger (IL) Schilling
Cassidy Kissell Schmidt
Chabot Kline Schock
Chaffetz Labrador Schweikert
Clyburn Lamborn Scott (SC)
Coble Lance Scott, Austin
Coffman (CO) Landry Sensenbrenner
Cole Lankford Sessions
Conaway Latham Shimkus
Cravaack LaTourette Shuler
Crawford Latta Shuster
Crenshaw Lewis (CA) Simpson
Culberson LoBiondo Smith (NE)
Davis (KY) Long Smith (NJ)
Denham Lucas Smith (TX)
Dent Luetkemeyer Smith (WA)
DesJarlais Lummis Southerland
Diaz-Balart Lungren, Daniel Stearns
Dicks E. Stutzman
Dold Mack Sullivan
Donnelly (IN) Manzullo Terry
Dreier Marchant Thompson (PA)
Duffy Marino Thornberry
Duncan (SC) Matheson Tiberi
Duncan (TN) McCarthy (CA) Tipton
Ellmers McCaul Turner
Emerson MecClintock Upton
Farenthold McCotter Walberg
Fincher McHenry Walden
Fitzpatrick McKeon Walsh (IL)
Flake McKinley Webster
Fleischmann McMorris West
Fleming Rodgers Westmoreland
Flores Meehan Whitfield
Forbes Mica Wilson (SC)
Fortenberry Miller (FL) Wittman
Foxx Miller (MI) Wolf
Franks (AZ) Miller, Gary Womack
Frelinghuysen Mulvaney Woodall
Gallegly Murphy (PA) Yoder
Gardner Myrick Young (AK)
Garrett Neugebauer Young (FL)
Gerlach Noem Young (IN)

NAYS—168
Andrews Barrow Bishop (GA)
Baca Berkley Bishop (NY)
Baldwin Berman Blumenauer

Boswell Heinrich Payne

Brady (PA) Higgins Pelosi

Braley (IA) Himes Perlmutter
Brown (FL) Hinchey Peters
Butterfield Hinojosa Peterson
Capps Hochul Pingree (ME)
Capuano Holt Polis

Cardoza Honda Price (NC)
Carnahan Hoyer Quigley
Carson (IN) Inslee Rahall

Castor (FL) Israel Reyes
Chandler Jackson (IL) Richardson
Chu Jackson Lee Richmond
Cicilline (TX) Rothman (NJ)
Clarke (MI) Johnson (GA) Roybal-Allard
Clarke (NY) Johnson, E. B. Ruppersberger
Clay Kaptur Rush

Cleaver Keating Ryan (OH)
Cohen Kildee Sanchez, Linda
Connolly (VA) Kind T.

Conyers Kucinich Sanchez, Loretta
Cooper Langevin Sarbanes
Costa Larsen (WA) Schakowsky
Costello Lee (CA) Schiff
Courtney Levin Schrader
Critz Lewis (GA) Schwartz
Crowley Lipinski Scott (VA)
Cuellar Loebsack Scott, David
Cummings Lofgren, Zoe Serrano
Davis (CA) Lowey Sewell

Davis (IL) Lujan Sherman
DeFazio Lynch Sires

DeGette Maloney Slaughter
DeLauro Markey Speier
Deutch Matsui Stark

Dingell McCarthy (NY) Sutton
Doggett McCollum Thompson (CA)
Doyle McGovern Thompson (MS)
Edwards McIntyre Tierney
Ellison McNerney Tonko

Engel Meeks Towns

Eshoo Michaud Tsongas

Farr Miller (NC) Van Hollen
Fattah Miller, George Velazquez
Filner Moore Visclosky
Frank (MA) Moran Walz (MN)
Fudge Murphy (CT) Wasserman
Gonzalez Nadler Schultz
Green, Al Neal Watt

Green, Gene Olver Waxman
Grijalva Owens Welch
Gutierrez Pallone Wilson (FL)
Hanabusa Pascrell Wu

Hastings (FL) Pastor (AZ)

NOT VOTING—16

Yarmuth

Ackerman Hirono Rangel
Bass (CA) Holden Stivers
Becerra Hurt Waters
Garamendi Larson (CT) Woolsey
Giffords McDermott
Gingrey (GA) Napolitano
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Messrs. WATT and GENE GREEN of
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘yea’”
to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. GOHMERT, ROYCE and
KINGSTON changed their vote from
“nay’’ to “‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
479, had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained and was unable to record
my vote for rollcall No. 479. Had | been
present | would have voted: rollcall No. 479:
“No”—On Ordering the Previous Question.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, earlier today |
was unavoidably detained and missed rollcall
vote 479. If present, | would have voted “no”
on rollcall vote 479.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, June 23, 2011, | was absent during roll-
call vote No. 479 in order to attend my
grandson’s graduation. Had | been present, |
would have voted “no” on the Motion on Or-
dering the Previous Question on H. Res.

a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 251, noes 173,

not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 480]

AYES—251
Adams Gallegly McMorris
Aderholt Gardner Rodgers
Akin Garrett Meehan
Alexander Gerlach Mica
Altmire Gibbs Miller (FL)
Amash Gibson Miller (MI)
Austria Gohmert Miller, Gary
Bachus Goodlatte Mulvaney
Barletta Gosar Murphy (PA)
Bartlett Gowdy Myrick
Barton (TX) Granger Neugebauer
Bass (NH) Graves (GA) Noem
Benishek Graves (MO) Nugent
Berg Griffin (AR) Nunes
Biggert Griffith (VA) Nunnelee
Bilbray Grimm Olson
Bilirakis Guinta Palazzo
Bishop (GA) Guthrie Paul
Bishop (UT) Hall Paulsen
Black Hanna Pearce
Blackburn Harper Pence
Bonner Harris Peterson
Bono Mack Hartzler Petri
Boren Hastings (WA) Pitts
Boustany Hayworth Platts
Brady (TX) Heck Poe (TX)
Brooks Hensarling Pompeo
Broun (GA) Herger Posey
Buchanan Herrera Beutler Price (GA)
Bucshon Huelskamp Quayle
Buerkle Huizenga (MI) Reed
Burgess Hultgren Rehberg
Burton (IN) Hunter Reichert
Calvert Inslee Renacci
Camp Issa Ribble
Campbell Jenkins Rigell
Canseco Johnson (IL) Rivera
Cantor Johnson (OH) Roby
Capito Johnson, Sam Roe (TN)
Carter Jones Rogers (AL)
Cassidy Jordan Rogers (KY)
Chabot Kelly Rogers (MI)
Chaffetz King (IA) Rohrabacher
Chandler King (NY) Rokita
Coble Kingston Rooney
Coffman (CO) Kinzinger (IL) Ros-Lehtinen
Cole Kissell Roskam
Conaway Kline Ross (AR)
Cravaack Labrador Ross (FL)
Crawford Lamborn Royce
Crenshaw Lance Runyan
Culberson Landry Ryan (WI)
Davis (KY) Lankford Scalise
Denham Larsen (WA) Schilling
Dent Latham Schmidt
DesJarlais LaTourette Schock
Diaz-Balart Latta Schweikert
Dicks Lewis (CA) Scott (SC)
Dold LoBiondo Scott, Austin
Donnelly (IN) Long Sensenbrenner
Dreier Lucas Sessions
Duffy Luetkemeyer Shimkus
Duncan (SC) Lummis Shuler
Duncan (TN) Lungren, Daniel  Shuster
Ellmers E. Simpson
Emerson Mack Smith (NE)
Farenthold Manzullo Smith (NJ)
Fincher Marchant Smith (TX)
Fitzpatrick Marino Smith (WA)
Flake Matheson Southerland
Fleischmann McCarthy (CA) Stearns
Fleming McCaul Stutzman
Flores MecClintock Sullivan
Forbes McCotter Terry
Fortenberry McHenry Thompson (PA)
Foxx McIntyre Thornberry
Franks (AZ) McKeon Tiberi
Frelinghuysen McKinley Tipton
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Turner West Woodall
Upton Westmoreland Yoder
Visclosky Whitfield Young (AK)
Walberg Wilson (SC) Young (FL)
Walden Wittman Young (IN)
Walsh (IL) Wolf
Webster Womack
NOES—173

Ackerman Fudge Owens
Andrews Garamendi Pallone
Baca Gonzalez Pascrell
Bachmann Green, Al Pastor (AZ)
Baldwin Green, Gene Payne
Barrow Grijalva Pelosi
Bass (CA) Gutierrez Perlmutter
Becerra Hanabusa Peters
Berkley Hastings (FL) Pingree (ME)
Berman Heinrich Polis
Bishop (NY) Higgins Price (NC)
Blumenauer H}mes Quigley
Boswell H}nchey Rahall
Brady (PA) Hinojosa Reyes
Braley (IA) Hirono Richardson
Brown (FL) Hochul Richmond
Butterfield Holt Rothman (NJ)
cabps Honda Roybal-Allard

apuano Hoyer Ruppersberger
Cardoza Israel Rush
Carnahan Jackson (IL)
Carney Jackson Lee g’yanh(OHI)f a
Carson (IN) (TX) o en maa
Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) y N
Chu Johnson, E. B. S‘;?ﬁ:ﬁz’s Loretta
Cicilline Kaptur
Clarke (MI) Keating Sch?‘kowsky
Clarke (NY) Kildee Schiff
Clay Kind Schrader
Cleaver Kucinich Schwartz
Clyburn Langevin Scott (VA)A
Cohen Larson (CT) Scott, David
Connolly (VA) Lee (CA) Serrano
Conyers Levin Sewell
Cooper Lewis (GA) Sherman
Costa Lipinski Sires
Costello Loebsack Slaughter
Courtney Lofgren, Zoe Speier
Critz Lowey Stark
Crowley Lujan Sutton
Cuellar Lynch Thompson (CA)
Cummings Maloney Thompson (MS)
Davis (CA) Markey Tierney
Davis (IL) Matsui Tonko
DeFazio McCarthy (NY) Towns
DeGette McCollum Tsongas
DeLauro McDermott Van Hollen
Deutch McGovern Velazquez
Dingell McNerney Walz (MN)
Doggett Meeks Wasserman
Doyle Michaud Schultz
Edwards Miller (NC) Waters
Ellison Miller, George Watt
Engel Moore Waxman
Eshoo Moran Welch
Farr Murphy (CT) Wilson (FL)
Fattah Nadler Woolsey
Filner Neal Wu
Frank (MA) Olver Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—T7

Giffords Hurt Stivers
Gingrey (GA) Napolitano
Holden Rangel

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.
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Mr. BERMAN changed his vote from
ééaye7’ to ééno.>7

Mr. MCINTYRE changed his vote
from ‘“‘no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mrs. BACHMANN. Mr. Speaker, when roll-
call vote 480 was called, | registered my vote
as “aye” and then proceeded to an Intel-
ligence briefing. When | returned to the floor,
it was my intention to vote “no” on the next

amendment and | registered my vote as such.
Unfortunately, due to a staffing error, it was
still the same rollcall vote 480, and my “aye”
was mistakenly changed to “no.” To be clear,
| do support the rule providing for consider-
ation of the FY2012 Department of Defense
Appropriations Bill.

Stated against:

Ms. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, June 23, 2011, | was absent during roll-
call vote No. 480 in order to attend my
grandson’s graduation. Had | been present, |
would have voted “no” on H. Res. 320—Rule
providing for consideration of H.R. 2219—De-
partment of Defense Appropriations Act, 2012.

———

AMERICA INVENTS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WOODALL). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 316 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 1249.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1249) to amend title 35, United States
Code, to provide for patent reform,
with Mr. POE of Texas (Acting Chair) in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, June 22, 2011, a request for a re-
corded vote on amendment No. 1 print-
ed in part B of House Report 112-111 of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SMITH) had been postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on the amendment printed
in part B of House Report 112-111 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned.

The unfinished business is the de-
mand for a recorded vote on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and
on which the noes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 283, noes 140,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 481]

AYES—283
Ackerman Austria Barton (TX)
Adams Bachus Bass (NH)
Aderholt Barletta Benishek
Alexander Barrow Berkley
Altmire Bartlett Biggert
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Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capuano
Carnahan
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Cicilline
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (KY)
DeLauro
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dicks

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Engel
Farenthold
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta

Akin
Amash
Andrews
Baca
Bachmann
Baldwin
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Guthrie
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Himes
Hinchey
Hochul
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Inslee
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E

Maloney
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McCotter
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Olver
Owens
Palazzo

NOES—140

Bass (CA)
Becerra
Berg
Berman
Bilbray
Bishop (NY)

Paulsen
Pearce
Pence
Perlmutter
Peterson
Petri
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall
Reed
Rehberg
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schilling
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Stutzman
Sullivan
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Upton
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Wasserman
Schultz
Welch
West
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Wu
Yarmuth
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Blumenauer
Brady (PA)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
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Cardoza Hinojosa Pelosi
Carson (IN) Hirono Peters
Castor (FL) Holt Pingree (ME)
Chu Honda Polis
Clarke (MI) Hunter Posey
Clarke (NY) Israel Reyes
Clay Jackson (IL) Rohrabacher
Cleaver Johnson (IL) Roybal-Allard
Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Royce
Conyers Jones Ryan (OH)
gosta ) g?‘llémr Sanchez, Loretta
ummings ildee
Davis (CA) Kind ggﬁ?fllfowsky
Davis (IL) King (IA) Schock
DeFazio Kucinich Scott (SC)
DeGette Lance Scott (VA)
Deutch Landry Scott. David
Dingell Lee (CA) g ’ b
Doggett Levin insen renner
Doyle Lewis (GA) 21 ehto
Duncan (SC) Lipinski aughter
Edwards Lofgren, Zoe Speier
Ellison Lujan Stark
Eshoo Lynch Stearns
Farr Mack Sutton
Filner Manzullo Terry
Flake Markey Thompson (CA)
Frank (MA) Matsui Thompson (MS)
Franks (AZ) McClintock Tierney
Fudge McDermott Tonko
Garamendi McNerney Towns
Garrett Miller (FL) Tsongas
Gonzalez Miller (NC) Turner
Green, Al Miller, George Van Hollen
Green, Gene Moore Velazquez
Grijalva Nadler Walz (MN)
Gutierrez Pallone Waters
Hartzler Pascrell Watt
Hastings (FL) Pastor (AZ) Waxman
Heinrich Paul Webster
Higgins Payne Woolsey
NOT VOTING—38
Giffords Hurt Scott, Austin
Gingrey (GA) Napolitano Stivers
Holden Rangel

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. CAPITO)
(during the vote). There are 2 minutes
remaining in this vote.
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Mr. MACK changed his vote from
ééaye7’ tVO ééno.?7

Messrs. BARTLETT and MULVANEY
changed their vote from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Madam
Chair, on rollcall No. 481 | was unavoidably
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “nay.”

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Madam Chair, on
Thursday, June 23, 2011, | was absent during
rollcall vote No. 481 in order to attend my
grandson’s graduation. Had | been present, |
would have voted “nay” on the Smith (TX)
Manager's Amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 24, strike line 3 and all that follows
through page 25, line 12, and insert the fol-
lowing:

(n) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section—

(A) shall take effect 90 days after the date
on which the President issues an Executive
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order containing the President’s finding that
major patenting authorities have adopted a
grace period having substantially the same
effect as that contained under the amend-
ments made by this section; and

(B) shall apply to all applications for pat-
ent that are filed on or after the effective
date under subparagraph (A).

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

(A) MAJOR PATENTING AUTHORITIES.—The
term ‘“‘major patenting authorities’ means
at least the patenting authorities in Europe
and Japan.

(B) GRACE PERIOD.—The term ‘‘grace pe-
riod” means the 1-year period ending on the
effective filing date of a claimed invention,
during which disclosures of the subject mat-
ter by the inventor or a joint inventor, or by
others who obtained the subject matter dis-
closed directly or indirectly from the inven-
tor or a joint inventor, do not qualify as
prior art to the claimed invention.

(C) EFFECTIVE FILING DATE.— The term ‘‘ef-
fective filing date of a claimed invention”
means, with respect to a patenting authority
in another country, a date equivalent to the
effective filing date of a claimed invention as
defined in section 100(i) of title 35, United
States Code, as added by subsection (a) of
this section.

(3) RETENTION OF INTERFERENCE PROCE-
DURES WITH RESPECT TO APPLICATIONS FILED
BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—In the case of any
application for patent that is filed before the
effective date under paragraph (1)(A), the
provisions of law amended by subsections (h)
and (i) shall apply to such application as
such provisions of law were in effect on the
day before such effective date.

Page 11, lines 21-23, strike ‘‘upon the expi-
ration of the 18-month period beginning on
the date of the enactment of this Act,” and
insert ‘‘on the effective date provided in sub-
section (n)”’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, DANA ROHRABACHER, be added to
this amendment as a cosponsor.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair would
advise the gentleman that amendments
do not have cosponsors.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield myself 2%
minutes.

Ladies and gentlemen, this bipar-
tisan amendment adds an important
provision to H.R. 1249. It would permit
the conversion of the United States to
a first-to-file system only upon a Presi-
dential finding that other nations have
adopted a similar one-year grace pe-
riod. This one-year grace period pro-
tects the ability of an inventor to dis-
cuss or write about his or her ideas for
a patent up to a year before he or she
actually files for patent protection.
And without this grace period, an in-
ventor could lose his or her own pat-
ent.

This grace period provision within
H.R. 1249 would grant an inventor a
one-year period between the time he
first publishes his invention to the
time when he’s required to file a pat-
ent. During this time, this would pro-
hibit anyone else from seeing this pub-
lication, stealing the idea, and quickly
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filing a patent behind the inventor’s
back. Yet the only way for American
inventors to benefit from the grace pe-
riod provision contained in 1249 is to
ensure that the foreign countries adopt
a similar grace period as well.

The amendment would encourage
other countries to adopt a similar pe-
riod in their patent system consistent
with a recommendation by the Na-
tional Academy’s National Research
Council. Current law in the United
States allows a grace period of 1 year,
during which an applicant can disclose
or commercialize an invention before
filing for a patent. Japan offers a lim-
ited grace period, and Europe provides
none.

If the first-to-file provision in the
bill is implemented, we must ensure
that American inventors are not dis-
advantaged. Small American inventors
and universities are disadvantaged
abroad in those nations where there is
no grace period.

The grace period provision within H.R. 1249
would grant an inventor a one-year period be-
tween the time he first publishes his invention
to the time when he is required to file a pat-
ent.

During this time, this would prohibit anyone
else from seeing this publication, stealing the
idea, and quickly filing a patent behind the in-
ventor’s back.

Yet, the only way for American inventors to
benefit from the grace period provision con-
tained in H.R. 1249 is to ensure that foreign
countries adopt a grace period, as well.

Small American inventors and universities
are disadvantaged abroad in those nations
where there is no grace period. As a result,
they often lose the right to patent because
these other countries do not care about pro-
tecting small business and university research.

The United States needs to do more to pro-
tect the small inventor and universities not just
here but abroad.

Unfortunately, other countries will not do it
on their own even though they want the
United States to convert to a “first-to-file” sys-
tem.

If H.R. 1249 passes without my Amend-
ment, we will be giving away a critical bar-
gaining chip that we can use to encourage
other countries to follow our lead.

My Amendment ensures that the only way
to benefit from the grace period in H.R. 1249
is to have foreign countries adopt a grace pe-
riod.

Without this Amendment, we will be unilater-
ally transitioning the United States to a “first-
to-file” system with a weak grace period with-
out any incentive for foreign countries to adopt
a grace period.

| should also note that identical language
was included in H.R. 1908, the “Patent Re-
form Act of 2007,” which the House passed
on September 7, 2007.

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to support
this Amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair,
the Conyers amendment to tie the
changes proposed in the America In-
vents Act to future changes that would
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be made in foreign law is unworkable.
I oppose providing a trigger in U.S. law
that leaves our patent system at the
mercy of actions to be taken at a fu-
ture date by the Chinese, Russians,
French, or any other country. It is our
constitutional duty to write the laws
for this great land. We cannot delegate
that responsibility to the whims of for-
eign powers.

I know that this idea has been float-
ed in the past, but after working on
several pieces of patent legislation
over the past several Congresses, and
particularly this year on H.R. 1249, it
has become clear that this type of trig-
ger idea is simply not workable and is
counterproductive.

The move to a first-inventor-to-file
system creates a more efficient and re-
liable patent system that benefits all
inventors, including independent in-
ventors. The bill provides a more trans-
parent and certain grace period, a key
feature of U.S. law, and a more definite
filing date that enables inventors to
promote, fund, and market their tech-
nology, while making them less vulner-
able to costly patent challenges that
disadvantage independent inventors.

Under first-inventor-to-file, an inven-
tor submits an application to the Pat-
ent Office that describes their inven-
tion and how to make it. That, along
with a $110 fee, gets them a provisional
application and preserves their filing
date. This allows the inventor an en-
tire year to complete the application,
while retaining the earlier filing date.
By contrast, the cost of an interference
proceeding before the PTO often runs
to $500,000.

The current first-to-invent system
harms small businesses and inde-
pendent inventors. Former PTO Com-
missioner Gerald Mossinghoff con-
ducted a study that proves smaller en-
tities are disadvantaged in PTO inter-
ference proceedings that arise from dis-
putes over patent ownership under the
current system. Independent inventors
and small companies lose more often
than they win in these disputes, plus
bigger companies are better able to ab-
sorb the cost of participating in these
protracted proceedings.

In addition, many inventors also
want protection for their patents out-
side the United States. If you plan on
selling your product overseas, you need
to secure an early filing date. If you
don’t have a clear filing date, you can
be shut off from the overseas market.
A change to first-inventor-to-file will
help our businesses grow and ensure
that American goods and services will
be available in markets across the
globe.

In the last 7 years, only one inde-
pendent inventor out of 3 million pat-
ent applications filed has prevailed
over the inventor who filed first. One
out of 3 million. So there is no need for
this amendment. Independent inven-
tors lose to other applicants with deep-
er pockets that are better equipped to
exploit the current complex legal envi-
ronment.
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So the first-to-file change makes it
easier and less complicated for U.S. in-
ventors to get patent protection
around the world. And it eliminates
the legal bills that come with the in-
terference proceedings under the cur-
rent system. It is a key provision of
this bill that should not be contingent
upon actions by foreign powers and
delay what would be positive reforms
for independent inventors and our pat-
ent system.

The first-inventor-to-file provision is
necessary for U.S. competitiveness and
innovation. It makes our patent sys-
tem stronger, increases patent cer-
tainty, and reduces the cost of frivo-
lous litigation.

However, if you support the U.N. hav-
ing military control over our troops, or
if you support the concept of an inter-
national court at The Hague, then you
would support this amendment’s pro-
posal of a trigger that subjects U.S. do-
mestic law to the whims of govern-
ments in Europe, China, or Russia.

It really would be unprecedented to
hold U.S. law hostage to legal changes
made overseas, and would completely
go against what this great country
stands for and what our Founders
fought for: the independent rights and
liberties we have today.

For these reasons, Madam Chair, I
am strongly opposed to the amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. CONYERS. I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 2%
minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let’s just note
that Ms. LOFGREN last night presented
a case to this body which I felt dem-
onstrated the danger that we have in
this law. A move to first-to-file system,
which is what this bill would do, with-
out a corresponding 1-year grace period
in other countries dramatically under-
mines the patent protection of Amer-
ican inventors. Some of us believe
that’s the purpose of this bill because
they want to harmonize American law
with the weak systems overseas.

Well, without this amendment that
we are talking about right now, with-
out the Conyers-Rohrabacher amend-
ment, if an inventor discloses his dis-
coveries, perhaps to potential inves-
tors, his right to patent protection is
essentially gone. It’s not gone from
just Americans. Yes, he would be pro-
tected under American law; but from
all those people in foreign countries
without a similar grace period to what
we have here in our system, these peo-
ple are not restricted. Thus, they
could, once an American inventor dis-
closes it, at any time they can go and
file a patent and steal our inventors’
discoveries.

The only way for American inventors
to benefit from a grace period here,
which this bill is all about, is to ensure
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that foreign countries adopt the same
grace period. And that’s what this
amendment would do. It would say our
bill, which will make our inventors
vulnerable to foreign theft, will not go
into place until those foreign countries
have put in place a similar grace pe-
riod, which then would prevent them
and their citizens from coming in and
stealing our technology. Ms. LOFGREN
detailed last night in great detail how
that would work.

I call this bill basically the Unilat-
eral Disclosure Act, if not the Patent
Rip-Off Act, because we are disclosing
to the world what we’ve got. And our
people can’t follow up on it because
there’s a grace period here, but over-
seas they don’t have that same grace
period. So what we’re saying is, to pre-
vent foreigners from stealing American
technology, this will not go into effect
until the President has issued a state-
ment verifying that the other coun-
tries of the world have a similar grace
period so they can’t just at will rip off
America’s greatest entrepreneurs and
inventors.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. BALDWIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike section 5 (‘‘Defense to Infringement
Based on Prior Commercial Use’’), as amend-
ed, and redesignate succeeding sections and
references thereto (and conform the table of
contents) accordingly.

Page 68, line 9, strike ‘‘section 18’ and in-
sert ‘‘section 17”.

Page 115, line 10, strike “‘6(f)(2)(A)”’ and in-
sert “5(f)(2)(A)”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin.

Ms. BALDWIN. I yield myself 3%
minutes.

Madam Chair, I rise to urge adoption
of the Baldwin-Sensenbrenner amend-
ment that strikes section 5 in the
America Invents Act. Section 5 ex-
pands the prior-user rights defense
from its present narrow scope to broad-
ly apply to all patents with minimal
exceptions.

As we work to rebuild our economy,
Congress should be doing all that it can
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to foster small business innovation and
investment. I believe that section 5
will do just the opposite. Expanding
prior-user rights will be disastrous for
small American innovators, as well as
university researchers, and ultimately
slow job creation.

Despite current challenges, the U.S.
patent system remains the envy of the
world. Since the founding of our Na-
tion, inventions have been awarded ex-
clusive rights in exchange for public
disclosure. This system also creates in-
centives for investing in new ideas, fos-
tering new ways of thinking, and en-
couraging further advancement and
disclosures. It promotes progress.

If proponents of expanding prior-user
rights have their way with this legisla-
tion, they will give new rights to those
who have previously developed and
used the same process or product even
if they never publicly divulged their in-
novation and never even applied for a
patent. It will transform our patent
system from one that values trans-
parency to one that rewards secrecy.

To understand why expanding prior-
user rights runs counter to the public
interest, it is important to reiterate
how critical exclusive rights are for in-
ventions to gain marketplace value and
acquire capital. For start-ups and
small businesses, raising necessary
capital is vital and challenging. The
expansion of prior-user rights would
only make that task all the more dif-
ficult.

Under the system proposed in the
American Invents Act, investors would
have no way of determining whether
anyone had previously developed and
used the process or product that they
were seeking to patent. In such a sce-
nario, a patent might be valuable or
relatively worthless; and the inventor
and potential investors would have no
means of determining which was true.

Madam Chairwoman, I would like to
boast for a moment if I could about
Stratatech, a fiercely innovative small
business in Madison run by a top re-
searcher at the University of Wisconsin
who, through her research there, devel-
oped a human living skin substitute.
This living skin is a groundbreaking
treatment method that we hope will ul-
timately save the lives of American
troops who have suffered burns while
serving in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The company was recently awarded
nearly $4 million to continue clinical
trials for their tissue product. And
what can save lives in a desert combat
setting abroad will assuredly transform
the way doctors save lives of burn vic-
tims in hospitals around our country
and around the world.

Now, I wonder if Stratatech would
have been able to drive this phe-
nomenal innovation and life-saving
technology as far as they have with a
patent that provides only conditional
exclusivity. Would investors have felt
as secure advancing this technology in
a system shrouded in secrecy? What if
Stratatech’s patent was subject to the
claims of an unlimited number of peo-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ple or companies who could later claim
“prior use’’?

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. BALDWIN. I yield myself 15 addi-
tional seconds.

If we let section 5 stand, it is unclear
to me whether a similar company
would ever secure the funding that
they need to grow.

I urge my colleagues to adopt the
Baldwin-Sensenbrenner amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair,
this amendment strikes the prior-user
rights provision from the bill. I strong-
ly oppose this amendment.

The bill expands prior-user rights—a
strong, pro-job, pro-manufacturing pro-
vision. This provision will help bring
manufacturing jobs back to this coun-
try. It allows factories to continue
using manufacturing processes without
fear of costly litigation. It is abso-
lutely a key component of this bill.

This provision has the strong support
of American manufacturers and the
support of all the major university as-
sociations and technology-transfer as-
sociations. These include the Associa-
tion of American Universities, Amer-
ican Council on Education, Association
of American Medical Colleges, Associa-
tion of Public and Land Grant Univer-
sities, Association of University Tech-
nology Managers, and the Council on
Government Relations representing the
vast majority of American TUniver-
sities. Prior-user rights ensure that the
first inventor of a new process or prod-
uct using manufacturing can continue
to do so.

This provision has been carefully
crafted between stakeholders and the
university community. The language
provides an effective exclusion for
most university patents, so this provi-
sion focuses on helping those in the
private sector.

The prior-use defense is not overly
expansive and will protect American
manufacturers from having to patent
the hundreds or thousands of processes
they already use in their plants.

After getting initial input from the
university @ community, they rec-
ommended that we make the addi-
tional changes reflected in this bill to
ensure that prior-user rights will work
effectively for all private sector stake-
holders.

Prior-user rights are important as
part of our change to a first-to-file sys-
tem. I believe it is important to ensure
that we include these rights to help our
job-creating manufacturers across the
United States. The philosophical objec-
tions of a lone tech-transfer office in
Wisconsin should not counter the po-
tential of this provision for job cre-
ation throughout America.

There are potentially thousands or
hundreds of thousands of unemployed
Americans who are looking for manu-
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facturing jobs and could benefit from
this provision. Without this provision,
businesses say they may be unable to
expand their factories and hire Amer-
ican workers if they are prevented
from continuing to operate their facili-
ties the way they have for years.
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For many manufacturers, the patent
system presents a catch-22. If they pat-
ent a process, they disclose it to the
world and foreign manufacturers will
learn of it and, in many cases, use it in
secret without paying licensing fees.
The patents issued on manufacturing
processes are very difficult to police,
and oftentimes patenting the idea sim-
ply means giving the invention away to
foreign competitors. On the other
hand, if the U.S. manufacturer doesn’t
patent the process, then under the cur-
rent system a later party can get a pat-
ent and force the manufacturer to stop
using a process that they independ-
ently invented and used.

In recent years, it has become easier
for a factory owner to idle or shut
down parts of his plant and move oper-
ations and jobs overseas rather than
risk their livelihood through an inter-
ference proceeding before the PTO. The
America Invents Act does away with
these proceedings and includes the pro-
manufacturing and constitutional pro-
vision of prior-user rights.

This provision creates a powerful in-
centive for manufacturers to build new
plants and new facilities in the United
States. Right now, all foreign countries
recognize prior-user rights, and that
has played a large role in attracting
American manufacturing jobs and fa-
cilities to these countries. H.R. 1249 fi-
nally corrects this imbalance and
strongly encourages businesses to cre-
ate manufacturing jobs in this country.

The prior-user rights provision pro-
motes job creation in America. Prior-
user rights will help manufacturers,
small business and other innovative in-
dustries strengthen our economy. It
will help our businesses grow and allow
innovation to flourish.

I strongly support prior-user rights,
and so I oppose this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. BALDWIN. I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Wisconsin is recognized for 1Va
minutes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chair, this expansion of prior-user
rights is a step in the wrong direction.
It goes against what this House deter-
mined 4 years ago when we last debated
this issue, and also it is different than
what the Senate has done in March of
this year.

The fundamental principle of patent
law is disclosure, and the provision in
this bill that the amendment seeks to
strike goes directly against disclosure
and instead encourages people who
may invent not to even file for a pat-
ent, and that will slow down research
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and expanding the knowledge of hu-
mans.

The gentleman from Texas talks
about manufacturing. I am all for man-
ufacturing. I think we all are all for
manufacturing. But what this does is it
helps old manufacturing, which we
need to help, but it also puts new man-
ufacturing in the deep freeze because
they use the disclosures that are re-
quired as a part of a patent applica-
tion.

You vote for the amendment if you
want disclosure and advancement of
human knowledge. You vote against
the amendment if you want secrecy in
this process.

The Acting CHAIR. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing CHAIR announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. BALDWIN. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Wisconsin will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. MOORE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 139, insert the following after line 12
and redesignate succeeding sections (and
conform the table of contents) accordingly:
SEC. 29. ESTABLISHMENT OF METHODS FOR

STUDYING THE DIVERSITY OF AP-
PLICANTS.

The Director shall, not later than the end
of the 6-month period beginning on the date
of the enactment of this Act, establish meth-
ods for studying the diversity of patent ap-
plicants, including those applicants who are
minorities, women, or veterans. The Director
shall not use the results of such study to pro-
vide any preferential treatment to patent ap-
plicants.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin.

Ms. MOORE. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

My amendment would ensure that we
have the proper data to identify and
work with sectors of the U.S. economy
that are participating in the patent
process at significantly lower rates.

Specifically, my amendment allows
the USPTO to develop methods for
ways to track the diversity of patent
applicants. It also specifically pro-
hibits the office from using any such
results for any preferential treatment
in the application process.

I certainly do applaud the USPTO for
their outreach to the Women’s Cham-
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ber of Commerce and to the National
Minority Enterprise Development Con-
ferences to try to increase diversity
with utilizing the patent process. But
some recent data have raised concern
that minorities and women-owned busi-
nesses are just not keeping up with the
patent process.

Preliminary data from a 2009
Kauffman Foundation survey of new
businesses show that minority-owned
technology companies hold fewer pat-
ents and copyrights after the fifth year
of starting than comparable non-
minority businesses. In fact, the
Kauffman data show that minority-
owned firms with patents hold only
two on average, compared with the
eight of their counterparts. Another
survey uses National Science Founda-
tion data to suggest that women com-
mercialize their patents 7 percent less
than their male counterparts.

Now, the best example I can think of
this is the late great George Wash-
ington Carver, who we all know discov-
ered 300 uses for peanuts and hundreds
more for other plants. He went on to
help local farmers with many improve-
ments to their farm equipment, ingre-
dients, and chemicals. However, Carver
only applied for three patents.

Some historians have written on
whether or not Eli Whitney was, in-
deed, the original inventor of the cot-
ton gin or whether the invention could
have originated from the slave commu-
nity. At the time, slaves were unable
to register an invention with the Pat-
ent Office, and the owner could not
patent on their behalf because of the
requirement to be an original inventor.

Now, African Americans and women
have a long history of inventing some
of the most influential products in our
society, but we also simply do not have
enough information to further explore
and explain these results. And as our
government and industry leaders look
into these problems and possibly fix
these deficiencies, they run into a
major hurdle.

Currently, the Patent and Trade Of-
fice only knows the name and general
location of a patent applicant. In most
cases, only the physical street address
that the office collects is for the listed
patent attorney on the application.
Such limited information prevents us
from fully understanding the nature
and scope of the underrepresentation of
minority communities in intellectual
property. Until we can truly under-
stand the nature of this problem, we
cannot address it or do the appropriate
outreach.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Will the gentle-
woman yield?

Ms. MOORE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
just want to say to the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin that I appreciate her
offering the amendment, and I urge my
colleagues to support it.

Ms. MOORE. I certainly again want
to commend efforts from Director
Kappos and the Patent and Trade Of-
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fice that, despite their not having to do
it, they do reach out to women and mi-
nority communities to try to get them
to utilize the Patent Office.

I can say that the ability to innovate
and create is just one part of the equa-
tion. The key to success for minorities
in our community as a whole also de-
pends upon the ability to get protec-
tion for their intellectual property.

I urge the body to vote for this
amendment.

I would yield back the balance of my
time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE OF TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 5 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:

Page 139, insert the following after line 12
and redesignate succeeding sections (and
conform the table of contents) accordingly:
SEC. 29. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that the patent
system should promote industries to con-
tinue to develop new technologies that spur
growth and create jobs across the country
which includes protecting the rights of small
businesses and inventors from predatory be-
havior that could result in the cutting off of
innovation.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam
Chair, as I rise to offer my amendment,
I take just a moment of personal privi-
lege to say that, whatever side Mem-
bers are on on this issue, I know that
Members want to protect the genius of
America.

I would like to thank my ranking
member, Mr. CONYERS, for that com-
mitment, as he comes from one of the
original genius proponents, and that is
the auto industry that propelled Amer-
ica into the job creation of the cen-
tury, and to the chairperson of the
committee, Mr. SMITH, who ventured
out in efforts to provide opportunities
for protecting, again, the opportunities
for invention and genius.
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My amendment speaks, I think, in
particular to the vast population of
startups and small businesses that are
impacted by this legislation. In par-
ticular, it is a reinforcement of Con-
gress’ position that indicates that the
patent system should promote indus-
tries to continue to develop new tech-
nologies that spur growth and create
jobs across the country, which includes
protecting the rights of small busi-
nesses and inventors from predatory
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behavior that could result in the cut-
ting off of innovation.

We recognize that small and minor-
ity businesses and women-owned busi-
nesses, which dominate the landscape
of America, are really major job cre-
ators. Small business is thriving in my
own home State of Texas, as well.
There were 386,422 small employers in
Texas in 2006, accounting for 98.7 per-
cent of the State’s employers and 46.8
of its private sector employment. We
know that there are a large number of
women-owned businesses and as well
growing African American and Latino.
But we need more growth—with Asian
businesses, small businesses, Hispanic,
Native American, African American—
all forms of businesses that are part of
growing this economy.

Small business makes up a large por-
tion of our employer network. It is im-
portant to understand how they will be
impacted as a result of patent reform.
In this first-to-file, for example, small
businesses may in fact be concerned
about trying to get investors. As they
get investors, they may have to dis-
close. This sense of Congress will put
us on notice that we need to be careful
that we allow at least the opportunity
for these investors, and that we con-
tinue to look at the bill to ensure that
it responds to that opportunity. We
must recognize again, as I said, that
small businesses create jobs. And the
number of new jobs that they have cre-
ated are 64 percent of net jobs over the
past 15 years. My amendment, again,
reinforces the idea that small busi-
nesses can survive in this climate.

I did offer an amendment which pro-
vided for a transitional review program
for 5 years or add for that to be
sunsetted. It was all about trying to
protect our small businesses. But I be-
lieve this amendment, with its firm
statement, gathers Congress around
the idea that nothing in this bill will
inhibit small businesses from being
creative. We can as well recognize all
of the growth that has come about
from the ideas of small businesses.

I think my amendment also rein-
forces that we do not wish to engage in
any undue taking of property because
we indicate that we want to see the in-
novativeness of American businesses
continue. I believe this is an important
statement, because the bill is about in-
novation, genius, creation, job cre-
ation, and it should be about small
businesses. Small businesses should be
as comfortable with going to the Pat-
ent Office as our large businesses. In
years to come, because of this major
reform, we should see small businesses
creating opportunity for growth as
they develop not into small-and me-
dium-sized but huge international com-
panies.

So I am asking my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment, and as well I am
recognizing that we do have the oppor-
tunity to turn the corner and to put a
stamp of new job creation on America.

| rise today to offer an amendment to H.R.
1249, the “America Invents Act.” My amend-
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ment adds a section to the end of the bill ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that “the pat-
ent system should promote industries to con-
tinue to develop new technologies that spur
growth and create jobs across the country,
which includes protecting the rights of small
businesses and inventors from predatory be-
havior that could result in the cutting off of in-
novation.”

We must always be mindful of the impor-
tance of ensuring that small companies have
the same opportunities to innovate and have
their inventions patented and that the laws will
continue to protect their valuable intellectual
property. Several studies, including those by
the National Academy of Sciences and the
Federal Trade Commission, recommended re-
form of the patent system to address what
they thought were deficiencies in how patents
are currently issued.

The U.S. Department of Commerce defines
small businesses as businesses which employ
less than 500 employees.

According to the Department of Commerce
in 2006 there were 6 million small employers
representing around 99.7% of the nation’s em-
ployers and 50.2% of its private-sector em-
ployment.

In 2002 the percentage of women who
owned their business was 28% while black
owned was around 5%. Between 2007 and
2008 the percent change for black females
who were self employed went down 2.5%
while the number for men went down 1.5%.

Small business is thriving in my home state
of Texas as well. There were 386,422 small
employers in Texas in 2006, accounting for
98.7% of the state’s employers and 46.8% of
its private-sector employment.

In 2009, there were about 468,000 small
women-owned small businesses compared to
over 1 million owned by men.

88,000 small business owners are black,
77,000 are Asian, 319,000 are Hispanic, and
16,000 are Native Americans.

Since small businesses make up such a
large portion of our employer network, it is im-
portant to understand how they will be im-
pacted as a result of patent reform.

Given the current state of the economy, we
cannot afford to overlook the opportunities for
job growth that small businesses create.

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
between the 1992 and 2005, small businesses
accounted for 65% of quarterly net employ-
ment growth in the private sector.

Even in unsteady economic times, small
businesses can be counted on for job cre-
ation. Between 1992 and 2004, the net job
creation rate was the highest at the smallest
establishments.

Small Businesses Create Jobs. It is a fact.
According to the Small Business Administra-
tion, small businesses:

Represent 99.7 percent of all employer
firms.

Employ just over half of all private sector
employees.

Generated 64 percent of net new jobs over
the past 15 years.

Create more than half of the nonfarm pri-
vate gross domestic product (GDP).

Hire 40 percent of high tech workers (such
as scientists, engineers, and computer pro-
grammers).

Made up 97.3 percent of all identified ex-
porters and produced 30.2 percent of the
known export value in FY 2007.
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Produce 13 times more patents per em-
ployee than large patenting firms; these pat-
ents are twice as likely as large firm patents
to be among the one percent most cited.

Many successful business owners will credit
at least part of their success to the ability to
innovate—in technologies, in strategies, and in
business models. A huge part of this innova-
tion comes from the ability to create and pat-
ent ideas.

According to a study conducted by Business
Week, half of all business innovation re-
sources are dedicated to creating new prod-
ucts or services.

Patents are the driving force behind this
product innovation, and without strong patent
protection, businesses will lack the incentive to
attract customers and contribute to economic
growth.

While | am happy to be here debating this
all important amendment to this bill, it is unfor-
tunate that some of my other amendments
supporting small businesses and acknowl-
edging the “takings clause” in the U.S. Con-
stitution were not accepted. In yesterday’s
Rules Committee meeting, | offered a number
of amendments:

| offered amendments that ensure the inclu-
sion of minority and women owned businesses
in the definition of “small entities” to ensure
they receive the benefits of reduced user fees.

| also offered an amendment ensuring the
inclusion of Historically Black Colleges and
Universities and Hispanic Serving Institutions
amongst entities that receive fee discounts.

Another pro-small business amendment | of-
fered would have extended the grace period
for small businesses from one year to 18
months, enabling them enough time to secure
financial support and develop their invention in
order to bring it to market.

Section 18 of the bill, which creates a transi-
tional review program for business method
patents, has raised concerns about the poten-
tial to create situations which could run afoul
of the “takings clause” in the U.S. Constitu-
tion. To address these concerns, | offered a
number of amendments:

One of my amendments would have short-
ened the sunset on Section 18 from 10 years
to 5 years.

| also introduced an amendment that would
have required the Director of the USPTO to
make a determination of whether or not a con-
dition causing an unlawful taking is created by
this section.

Lastly, | introduced a sense of Congress
amendment that affirms that no provisions in
this bill should create a unconstitutional taking.

Despite my concerns with certain provisions
in this bill, overall, |1 believe H.R. 1249 will
usher in the reforms needed to improve the
patent system, making it more effective and
efficient, and therefore encouraging innovation
and job creation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
claim the time in opposition, although
I support the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
understand the underlying point of the
Member’s amendment, and I want to
make it clear that my interpretation of
this amendment and its intent is to
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highlight the problem posed by entities
that pose as financial or technological
businesses but whose sole purpose is
not to create but to sue. I am talking
about patent trolls—those entities that
vacuum up patents by the hundreds or
thousands and whose only innovations
occur in the courtroom. This sense of
Congress shows how these patent trolls
can hurt small businesses and inde-
pendent inventors before they even
have a chance to get off the ground.
This bill is designed to help all inven-
tors and ensure that small businesses
will continue to be a fountain for job
creation and innovation.

For these reasons, Madam Chair, I
support the amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Texas will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. LUJAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 6 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. LUJAN. Madam Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 135, line 22, strike the period and in-
sert a semicolon.

Page 135, after line 22, insert the following:

(C) shall evaluate and consider the extent
to which the purposes of satellite offices list-
ed under subsection (b) will be achieved;

(D) shall consider the availability of sci-
entific and technically knowledgeable per-
sonnel in the region from which to draw new
patent examiners at minimal recruitment
cost; and

(E) shall consider the economic impact to
the region.

Page 136, line 9, insert before the semicolon
the following: ¢, including an explanation of
how the selected location will achieve the
purposes of satellite offices listed under sub-
section (b) and how the required consider-
ations listed under subsection (c) were met”’.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 316, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. LUJAN) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. LUJAN. Madam Chair, I rise
today in support of my amendment to
H.R. 1249, the America Invents Act.
The America Invents Act provides for
the creation of United States Patent
and Trademark Office satellite offices.
For many small businesses and inde-
pendent inventors, navigating the pat-
ent application process can be chal-
lenging. Small businesses, entre-
preneurs, and innovators are the foun-
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dation of our economy but do not al-
ways have the resources that larger
corporations or institutions have to as-
sist them in obtaining a patent. By im-
proving access to the United States
Patent and Trademark Office, satellite
offices have the potential to help small
businesses and independent inventors
navigate the patent application proc-
ess. However, this bill essentially pro-
vides no guidance to determine the lo-
cation of such satellites offices.

While the language in the bill con-
tains stated purposes for satellite of-
fices, it does not specify that these pur-
poses be part of the selection process.
This amendment makes it explicit that
the purposes of the satellite offices,
which are included in the underlying
bill, such as increasing outreach activi-
ties to better connect patent filers and
innovators with the USPTO, be part of
the selection process. It also specifies
that the economic impact to the region
be considered, as well as the avail-
ability of knowledgeable personnel, so
that the new patent examiners can be
hired at minimal recruitment costs,
saving taxpayers money.

The selection of USPTO satellite of-
fices should be done in a way that sup-
ports economic growth and puts inves-
tors and inventors on a path to success.
I think this is a commonsense amend-
ment, and I urge the adoption.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
rise to claim the time in opposition,
though I am in favor of the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair,
section 23 of the bill requires the PTO
Director to establish three or more sat-
ellite offices in the United States, sub-
ject to available resources. The provi-
sion lists criteria that the Director
must take into account when selecting
each office. This is a good addition to
H.R. 1249, and I urge my colleagues to
support it. I also hope that one of those
offices is in Austin, Texas.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LUJAN. Madam Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. LUJAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Madam
Chair, because of the graciousness of
the ranking member, Mr. CONYERS, and
the chairman, Mr. SMITH, of agreeing
to my amendment, Jackson Lee No. 5
that was just debated, I ask unanimous
consent to withdraw my request for a
record vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Texas?

Without objection, the request for a
recorded vote on amendment No. 5 is
withdrawn and the amendment stands
adopted by the voice vote thereon.

There was no objection.
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AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. PETERS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. PETERS. I have an amendment
at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 139, insert the following after line 12
and redesignate succeeding sections (and
conform the table of contents) accordingly:
SEC. 29. USPTO STUDY ON INTERNATIONAL PAT-

ENT PROTECTIONS FOR SMALL
BUSINESSES.

(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Director, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Commerce
and the Administrator of the Small Business
Administration, shall, using the existing re-
sources of the Office, carry out a study—

(1) to determine how the Office, in coordi-
nation with other Federal departments and
agencies, can best help small businesses with
international patent protection; and

(2) whether, in order to help small busi-
nesses pay for the costs of filing, maintain-
ing, and enforcing international patent ap-
plications, there should be established ei-
ther—

(A) a revolving fund loan program to make
loans to small businesses to defray the costs
of such applications, maintenance, and en-
forcement and related technical assistance;
or

(B) a grant program to defray the costs of
such applications, maintenance, and enforce-
ment and related technical assistance.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Director shall issue a report to the Congress
containing—

(1) all findings and determinations made in
carrying out the study required under sub-
section (a);

(2) a statement of whether the determina-
tion was made that—

(A) a revolving fund loan program de-
scribed under subsection (a)(2)(A) should be
established;

(B) a grant program described under sub-
section (a)(2)(B) should be established; or

(C) neither such program should be estab-
lished; and

(3) any legislative recommendations the
Director may have developed in carrying out
such study.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. PETERS) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. PETERS. While the America In-
vents Act makes a number of impor-
tant changes to our patent system
which are targeted at reducing the
USPTO’s backlogs and driving innova-
tion, I believe that we must do more to
help our Nation’s small businesses
compete in the global marketplace.
Success in the global economy depends
more and more on IP assets. America’s
IP-intensive industries employ nearly
18 million workers at all education and
skill levels and represent 60 percent of
U.S. exports.

While obtaining a U.S. patent is a
critical first step for our innovators to-
wards recouping their R&D costs, cap-
italizing on their inventions and cre-
ating jobs, a U.S. patent only provides
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protection against infringement here
at home. If inventors do not register in
a foreign market, such as China, they
have no protection there if the Chinese
economy begins production of their
patented inventions. Not only is a for-
eign patent protection necessary to en-
sure the ability to enforce patent
rights abroad; it is necessary to defend
American inventors against foreign
lawsuits.

High costs, along with language and
technical barriers, prevent many
American small businesses from filing
for foreign patent protection. Lack of
patent protection both at home and
abroad increases uncertainty for
innovators and the likelihood of pi-
racy. While we must reduce backlogs at
the USPTO to make domestic patent
protection more attainable, we must
also look forward to find ways to help
our manufacturers and other IP-inten-
sive industries compete globally.

This is why I am offering a common-
sense, bipartisan amendment to the
America Invents Act along with my
colleague, Representative RENACCI,
whom I would also like to thank for
working with me on this important
issue.

This amendment mandates a USPTO-
led study with SBA to determine the
best method to help small businesses
obtain, maintain and enforce foreign
patents. This study is to be conducted
using existing resources at no cost to
the taxpayers, and does not alter the
score of the bill. I believe our amend-
ment will help Congress and the
USPTO determine the best ways to
help American small businesses protect
their IP assets, compete globally and
boost exports.

I would like to thank Chairman
SMITH and Ranking Member CONYERS
for working with us on this amend-
ment; and I urge passage of the Peters-
Renacci amendment.

I yield my remaining time to my col-
league from Ohio, Representative
RENACCI.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Ohio is recognized for 2% min-
utes.

Mr. RENACCI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and also for his hard work
on the amendment on behalf of Amer-
ican small businesses.

I rise today in strong support of the
Peters-Renacci amendment—a com-
monsense, no-cost study to determine
the best method for American small
businesses to obtain and enforce patent
protections in foreign countries.

Industries that rely on intellectual
property employ nearly 18 million
American workers and represent 60 per-
cent of American exports. As these in-
dustries continue to grow globally, for-
eign patent protection will become in-
creasingly important to protect these
workers’ jobs, promote exports and ex-
pand our economy.

Our economy is becoming more glob-
al by the day, with foreign innovators
testing the outer reaches of imagina-
tion and enjoying the strong support of
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their home nations. China, for exam-
ple, is becoming increasingly aggres-
sive at protecting their innovators’ in-
tellectual property rights and is sub-
sidizing applications for foreign pat-
ents. We must develop a way here at
home to make American small busi-
nesses equally competitive in the for-
eign marketplace. In order to compete
with China, we have to stand behind
our innovators with equal force.

Our amendment simply directs the
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office to
conduct a joint study with the Small
Business Administration to issue rec-
ommendations on how America can do
just that. Furthermore, this study is to
be completed within 120 days, giving
the 112th Congress ample time to im-
plement its recommendations.

Not only are jobs and the economy
paramount, but promoting American
innovation is also important. Innova-
tion is about much more than eco-
nomic growth. It breaks boundaries,
connects people from distant lands,
fires the imagination, and sends a mes-
sage of hope to those who need it most.
Americans should be on the cutting
edge of innovation, and this amend-
ment is a good first step toward that
direction.

I would again like to thank Mr.
PETERS as well as Chairman SMITH and
Ranking Member CONYERS. I urge sup-
port of the amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
claim the time in opposition, although
I support the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
understand the underlying point of the
Member’s amendment, but other legis-
lation and patent reform in particular
have taught us that even small changes
can have unintended consequences un-
less they have been vetted and have
gone through the regular committee
process.

The problem is in the details. This
amendment is drafted as a study. I
agree with the first part of the amend-
ment but not the second because its ob-
jectives are written very much like a
piece of legislation. It seeks to create
support for a new program whereby
taxpayer funds would be used to pay
patent fees in foreign countries.

I am strongly committed to helping
our small businesses and independent
inventors secure their rights and have
a level playing field abroad, but I can’t
support a result that could create a
new entitlement program, a new bu-
reaucracy and the transferring of tax-
payer dollars directly to the treasuries
of foreign governments. We should not
use taxpayer funds to pay patent filing
fees to foreign governments.

I do agree with the first part of this
study, and am interested to see how
the PTO, in coordination with other
agencies, can figure out ways to help
small businesses with international
patent protection. I hope that this will
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be the focus of the study. The results of
this study will show that small busi-
ness outreach and educational and
technical assistance programs are the
most effective tools for small business
and independent inventors.

I think that the PTO needs to con-
tinue its efforts to reach out to small
businesses and independent inventors.
This bill includes a provision which
creates a permanent small business
ombudsman at the PTO to work with
small businesses to help them secure
their patent rights. The PTO also con-
ducts small business outreach pro-
grams throughout the country, teach-
ing small businesses about IP enforce-
ment and how to protect their intellec-
tual property both at home and abroad.

Though I do not agree with the pol-
icy outline in the second part of the
study and will strongly recommend
that the PTO and SBA determine that
such a program should not be estab-
lished, I will support this amendment
to initiate the study, and I hope that
the bulk of it will focus on how to bet-
ter utilize existing government re-
sources for education and technical as-
sistance to help small businesses with
international patent protection.

Before I yield back the balance of my
time, I hope that the movers of this
amendment might be willing to reas-
sure me and others about the intent
and goals of this study.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Michigan has 15 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. PETERS. I just appreciate the
support for this amendment. It is an
important amendment that will give us
information we can then use to support
our small businesses as they’re doing
business abroad, and I urge its adop-
tion.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. PETERS).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. POLIS. I have an amendment at
the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:

Page 108, beginning on line 18, strike
“‘pending on, or filed on or after,” and insert
‘“filed on or after”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. PoLIS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. POLIS. Madam Chair, H.R. 1249
correctly changes the policy involving
tax strategy patents. Under current
law, although it was current law that
was never specifically contemplated by
lawmakers, tax strategy methods are
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patentable. Now these tax strategy
patents have complicated the tax filing
process and have allowed commonsense
filing techniques to be patentable, so
H.R. 1249 removes this complication by
mandating that tax strategies are
deemed insufficient to differentiate a
claimed invention from the prior art.

I strongly support this provision.
However, there are a number of folks
who are currently involved with the
process of applying for tax strategy
patents, and in effect, we risk changing
the rules of the game retroactively for
them, a form of takings. There are cur-
rently 160 tax strategy patent applica-
tions in the process. Many of the inven-
tors have decided to devote thousands
of hours of time to disclose their inno-
vations. Again, had this window of pat-
entability never been opened—and it
never should have been—this would not
have been an issue because these inven-
tors would have retained their innova-
tions as trade secrets.
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However, you can’t blame them for
saying, okay, there’s a window on pat-
entability; I will disclose so that I can
have the 17-year exclusive. And now
the risk is that that calculation that
they made to disclose is being changed
retroactively insofar as they will no
longer have the ability to protect their
innovation as a trade secret.

In their patent applications, these
applicants have described how to make
and use their invention. Many have
even provided computer programs, in-
cluding code, to carry them out. The
patent applications have been pub-
lished, and some of them are pending
for many years. Changing the law mid-
stream fundamentally hurts these ap-
plicants who did all that was proper
under the law at the time they filed
their patent application.

The underlying bill as drafted would
make those patent applications use-
less; and because the patent applica-
tions have been published, the patent
applicant will get nothing for dis-
closing their secrets, except the ex-
pense of pursuing a patent and of
course the ability of others to replicate
their innovation. Competitors will be
free to use their disclosures in the pub-
lished patent application process.

Changing the law midstream simply
sends the wrong message to inventors
that one cannot trust the law that is in
place when they file a patent. Congress
would be sending a message, unless my
amendment is incorporated into the
underlying bill, that all inventors on
any subject matter may have their dis-
closures taken away from them after
they have made the decision to apply
for a patent by retroactively negating
the possibility of them receiving a pat-
ent.

Tax strategy patents should never
have been allowed under the law. I
think there’s broad agreement among
all of us in this Chamber on that topic.
It’s unfortunate that there was a win-
dow. However, rational inventors, mak-
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ing a conscious choice, said, hey, in
favor of disclosing, I will then accept a
17-year monopoly, and are now being
penalized for making what was a very
reasonable decision.

Restore equity to the America In-
vents Act by supporting my amend-
ment. I hope Members on both sides of
the aisle will support this, which effec-
tively addresses only those 160 applica-
tions that are in effect now. It cer-
tainly continues and am in support of
the ban on future patents for tax strat-
egies, but there seem to be very few al-
ternatives or remedies to the takings
that would otherwise occur under this
bill unless my amendment is incor-
porated.

I strongly urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. GOODLATTE), who is the chairman

of the Intellectual Property Sub-
committee of the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I rise in strong opposition to this
amendment.

Increasingly, individuals and compa-
nies are filing patents to protect tax
strategies. When one individual or
business is given the exclusive right to
a particular method of complying with
the Tax Code, it increases the costs and
complexity for every other citizen or
tax preparer to comply with the Tax
Code. It is not difficult to foresee a sit-
uation where taxpayers are forced to
choose between paying a royalty in
order to reap the best tax treatment
and complying with the Tax Code in
another, less favorable way. Tax strat-
egy patents add additional costs and
complications to an already overly
complex process, and this is not what
Congress intended when it passed the
Federal tax laws or the patent laws.

The problem of tax strategy patents
has been a growing concern for over a
decade. Over 140 tax strategy patents
have already been issued, and more ap-
plications are pending. Tax strategy
patents have the potential to affect
tens of millions of everyday taxpayers,
many who do not even realize these
patents exist. The Tax Code is already
complicated enough without also ex-
pecting taxpayers and their advisers to
become ongoing experts in patent law.

That is why I advocated for inclusion
in H.R. 1249 of a provision to ban tax
strategy patents. H.R. 1249 contains
such a provision which deems tax
strategies insufficient to differentiate
a claimed invention from the prior art.
This will help ensure that no more tax
strategy patents are granted by the
PTO.

Importantly, the House worked hard
to find a compromise that will ensure
Americans have equal access to the
best methods of complying with the
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Tax Code, while also preserving the
ability of U.S. technology companies to
develop innovative tax preparation and
financial management solutions. I be-
lieve the language in H.R. 1249 does
just that.

This amendment would allow any tax
strategy patent that was filed as of the
date of enactment of the bill to move
toward issuance by the PTO. However,
tax strategy patents are bad public pol-
icy whether they were filed the day be-
fore or the day after this bill happens
to be enacted. The effective date in the
underlying bill rightly applies to any
patent applications pending on the
date of enactment.

In order to reduce the cost of filing
taxes for all Americans and to restore
common sense to our patent system, I
urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. I have tremendous
respect for the gentleman from Colo-
rado, but I rise in opposition to this
amendment.

This amendment would cover not
only those patent applications that
were on file yesterday but, as I under-
stand it, also those that are filed to-
morrow. Tax strategy patents are a bad
idea, as the American Institute of Cer-
tified Public Accountants states. “‘It’s
bad public policy. No one should be
granted a monopoly over a form of
compliance with the Federal Tax
Code.”

This amendment is opposed not only
by the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants but also my col-
league, co-chair of the CPA Caucus,
MIKE CONAWAY, and a majority of the
CPA and accountants caucus, together
with the American College of Trusts
and Estate Counsel and the Certified
Financial Planner Board of Standards.

Keep in mind, the purpose of a patent
is to encourage innovation. What inter-
est does the Federal Government have
in encouraging innovative ways to
avoid paying taxes to the Federal Gov-
ernment? It is now time to draw a line
against patents on tax compliance.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield myself
the balance of my time.

Madam Chair, I oppose the amend-
ment to change the effective date for
the tax strategy method section of the
bill.

It is possible to patent tax strategy
methods, but it is bad policy. It is not
fair to permit patents on techniques
regularly used to satisfy a government
mandate, such as one that requires in-
dividuals and businesses to pay taxes.

Tax preparers, lawyers, and planners
have a long history of sharing their
knowledge regarding how to file re-
turns, plan estates, and advise clients.
They maintain that allowing the pat-
entability of tax strategy methods will
complicate the tax filing process and
inhibit the ability of preparers to pro-
vide quality services for their clients.

The effective date applies to any pat-
ent application that is pending on, or
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filed on or after, the date of enactment
and to any patent that is issued on or
after that date.

The gentleman’s amendment elimi-
nates the application of this provision
to those applications pending on the
date of enactment. These applications
have not been approved so I disagree
with excluding these patents-in-wait-
ing.

It was a mistake for the PTO to issue
these patents in the first place, given
their potential to harm individual tax-
payers and tax return preparers. We
shouldn’t leave the door ajar by allow-
ing more applications in. This just
compounds the very problem we’re try-
ing to solve.

I oppose the gentleman’s amendment,
and I urge my colleagues to vote
against it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS).

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in
part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Add at the end the following new section
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. 32. CALCULATION OF 60-DAY PERIOD FOR

APPLICATION OF PATENT TERM EX-
TENSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 156(d)(1) of title

35, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end the following flush sentence:
“For purposes of determining the date on
which a product receives permission under
the second sentence of this paragraph, if
such permission is transmitted after 4:30
P.M., Eastern Time, on a business day, or is
transmitted on a day that is not a business
day, the product shall be deemed to receive
such permission on the next business day.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the
term ‘business day’ means any Monday,
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, or Friday,
excluding any legal holiday under section
6103 of title 5.”".

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made
by subsection (a) shall apply to any applica-
tion for extension of a patent term under
section 156 of title 35, United States Code,
that is pending on, that is filed after, or as
to which a decision regarding the application
is subject to judicial review on, the date of
the enactment of this Act.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. This bipartisan
amendment makes a technical revision
to H.R. 1249. It addresses the confusion
regarding the calculation of the filing
period for patent term extension appli-
cations under the Hatch-Waxman Act.
By eliminating confusion regarding the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

deadline for patent term extension ap-
plications, this amendment provides
the certainty necessary to encourage
costly investments in life-saving med-
ical research. It also is consistent with
the only court case to address this
issue entitled, The Medicines Co. v.
Kappos. As a result of this amendment,
all applications and cases will be treat-
ed henceforth in the same manner.

I also want to point out that this
exact language has passed the House
overwhelmingly on a voice vote in the
past, and the prior version of the provi-
sion was unanimously passed by the
House on two previous occasions and
was also in another instance voted out
by the Senate Judiciary Committee on
a bipartisan basis. It was also accepted
in a voice vote by the House Judiciary
Committee at a markup earlier this
year.
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Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair,
in 2001, a biotech entity called the
Medicines Company, or MedCo, sub-
mitted an application for a patent ex-
tension that the PTO ruled was 1 day
late. This application would have ex-
tended patent protection for a drug the
company developed called Angiomax.
In August 2010, a U.S. district court or-
dered the PTO to use a more consistent
way of determining whether the patent
holder submitted a timely patent ex-
tension application. The PTO is imple-
menting that decision and believes the
court’s decision resolves the problem
for MedCo. Because of this ongoing liti-
gation, the manager’s amendment
struck language pertaining to MedCo.
The Conyers amendment seeks to re-
insert that provision.

The Conyers amendment essentially
codifies the district court’s decision,
but it ignores the fact that this case is
on appeal. We need to let the courts re-
solve the pending litigation. It is
standard practice for Congress not to
interfere when there is ongoing litiga-
tion. If the Federal circuit rules
against MedCo, generic manufacturers
of the drug could enter the market-
place immediately rather than waiting
another 5 years. This has the potential
to save billions of dollars in health
care expenses. While the amendment is
drafted so as to apply to other compa-
nies similarly situated, as a practical
matter, this is a special fix for one
company.

Finally, it would be more appropriate
for this to be considered as a private
relief bill. Private relief bills are de-
signed to provide benefits to a specific
individual or corporate entity. The
House and the Judiciary Committee
have procedures in place to ensure that
such bills are properly vetted. This
amendment ignores those procedures
and denies Members the opportunity to
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know the consequences of what they
are voting on.

To summarize, Madam Chair, we
should not interfere with ongoing liti-
gation which may be unprecedented,
and we should give this issue regular
process in the Judiciary Committee.

I oppose the amendment and urge my
colleagues to defeat it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. I would like to yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, ED MAR-
KEY, of the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman,
this amendment eliminates confusion
regarding the deadline for filing patent
term extensions under the Hatch-Wax-
man Act and provides the certainty
needed to encourage critical medical
research. It also promotes good govern-
ment by ensuring that the Patent Of-
fice and the FDA adopt consistent in-
terpretations of the very same statu-
tory language. And finally, this amend-
ment is consistent with the only court
decision addressing this issue. The
court stated that the interpretation
that is reflected in this amendment—
this is from the court—is ‘‘consistent
with the statute’s text, structure, and
purpose.”

Right now, America’s next Lipitor or
Prozac could be bottled up at the Pat-
ent Office and never made available be-
cause of uncertainty regarding the pat-
ent term extension process. In order to
uncork American innovation and in-
vention, we need a patent extension
process that is clear, consistent, and
fair. That’s exactly what the Conyers
amendment does. It enjoys broad bipar-
tisan support, and it confirms and
clarifies existing law. It is cost-neu-
tral.

I urge support for the amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield, unfortunately
only 75 seconds, to my good friend, also
from Massachusetts, Mr. RICHARD
NEAL.

Mr. NEAL. Madam Chair, I under-
stand Mr. SMITH’S position here, but
the truth is that when he suggests that
we’re doing things that are interfering
with ongoing court tests, there have
been a series of votes here already
about the health care law and guaran-
teed to have more coming in this insti-
tution. So I'm not going to spend a lot
of time on that suggestion.

But I rise today in support of the
amendment. It addresses the deadline
for filing patent term extension appli-
cations under the Hatch-Waxman Act.
By adopting a clear standard, the
amendment would provide the oppor-
tunity and certainty needed to allow
innovators to conduct the time-con-
suming and expensive medical research
necessary to bring new lifesaving drugs
to market.

The amendment clarifies the law in a
manner that tracks the only court de-
cision to have addressed this particular
provision. It will ensure that all appli-
cations and all cases are treated the
same. Because the amendment merely
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confirms existing law, it is budget-neu-
tral.

The amendment enjoys broad support
on both sides of the aisle. I hope that
all of my colleagues will join me in
supporting it.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chair, I am
proud now to yield 30 seconds to the
distinguished gentleman from Kansas,
MIKE POMPEO.

Mr. POMPEDO. I rise in support of this
amendment.

As a former business owner, compli-
ance with senseless government regula-
tions was one of my biggest frustra-
tions and, honestly, one of the primary
reasons I ran for Congress. But it is im-
possible to comply with regulations
when you get two different interpreta-
tions from two different agencies, and
that’s what we have here with this in-
tellectual property rule.

The PTO and the FDA have estab-
lished two different standards, and this
amendment simply seeks to fix that, to
give an identical outcome from two dif-
ferent agencies that resulted from dif-
ferent interpretations of the Hatch-
Waxman Act of 1984.

Inventors shouldn’t have to guess.
We can make a clean deadline. I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the balance of
my time to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey, SCOTT GAR-
RETT.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from New Jersey is recognized for 45
seconds.

Mr. GARRETT. Madam Chair, the
Hatch-Waxman Act provides for the ex-
tension of patent terms covering drug
products that must be approved by the
FDA. And the extension that we’re
talking about here, while seemingly
straightforward, the Patent Office and
the FDA have interpreted it, as we
have said, in two different ways, cre-
ating uncertainty that has led to mis-
calculations.

So our amendment, consistent with a
court ruling, will clarify that when the
FDA provides the final approval after
normal business hours, the 60-day
clock begins on the next business day.
So by doing this, by ensuring that pat-
ent holders will not lose their rights
prematurely, what this amendment
does is it will not only resolve a long-
standing problem but will encourage
the development of innovative new
drugs as well.

With that, I urge the adoption of this
very commonsense amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan will be
postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MS. SPEIER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 10 printed
in part B of House Report 112-111.

Ms. SPEIER. Madam Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 16, line 3, insert before the period the
following: ¢, including requiring parties to
provide sufficient evidence to prove and
rebut a claim of derivation”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. SPEIER) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

Ms. SPEIER. Madam Chair, my
amendment enhances the derivations
proceedings provision in the first-in-
ventor-to-file section of the bill.

As we know, the U.S. Patent Office is
a vital tool that facilitates universities
and businesses of all sizes to turn ideas
and discoveries into successful prod-
ucts. Having said that, we must ensure
that our patent system provides strong
and predictable intellectual property
protections.

This act creates a new process called
‘“derivation,” by which a party can de-
feat an earlier filed patent application
by showing that the invention in the
earlier application was derived from
the party’s invention or concept. The
bill requires a party to support a peti-
tion for derivation by ‘‘substantial evi-
dence” in order to initiate a pro-
ceeding.

The derivation proceedings in this
legislation must be a process that is
fair, reliable, and permits the Patent
and Trademark Office to make a deci-
sion based on a solid record of relevant
evidence. This amendment helps to ac-
complish this by requiring the PTO to
provide rules for the exchange of rel-
evant information by both parties.

The substantial evidence threshold at
the petition stage of the proceedings
may not be reasonable in some cir-
cumstances. For example, consider a
situation where an inventor discloses
an invention to a venture capitalist
who declines to invest in it. The ven-
ture capitalist has conversations with
several other VCs about the invention,
and eventually a company funded by
one of those VCs files a patent applica-
tion for something very much like the
original invention. If a company funded
by the original VC has filed the appli-
cation, the inventor would be able to
show substantial evidence of derivation
through the disclosure to the VC and
the link between the VC and the com-
pany filing the application. However,
in the instance when an inventor did
not personally make a disclosure to
other VCs or the company that filed an
application, it would be difficult for
the inventor to show substantial evi-
dence, particularly relevant to disclo-
sures about which the inventor is un-
aware.
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The public’s interest in fostering in-
novation requires that the derivation
proceedings be equitable to both par-
ties and that the PTO have a complete
record of evidence on which to make
its decision. Inventors must have a fair
chance to prove their claim, and de-
fending parties must be able to provide
evidence to rebut claims. This amend-
ment accomplishes these goals by re-
quiring the PTO to provide rules for
the exchange of relevant information
and evidence by both parties.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
claim the time in opposition, although
I support the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
think this is a good amendment. I urge
my colleagues to support it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. SPEIER. Madam Chair, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Maryland is recognized for 2%
minutes.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Madam Chair, I rise in support of this
legislation.

I am a strong supporter, as many of
you know, of what we call our Make It
In America agenda. ‘‘Make It In Amer-
ica’ simply means that we’re going to
provide jobs, we’re going to provide op-
portunities, and we’re going to build
the manufacturing sector of our econ-
omy. In order to do that, we also need
to enhance the inventive, innovative,
and development phases of our econ-
omy. This bill, I think, will facilitate
this.

I congratulate the gentlewoman from
California for this amendment as well,
which I think improves this bill, and I
rise in strong support and urge my col-
leagues to support this piece of legisla-
tion. I congratulate all of those who
have worked on this legislation.

It is, obviously, not perfect. But then
again, no piece of legislation that we
adopt is perfect. It is, however, a sig-
nificant step forward to make sure that
America remains the inventive, inno-
vative, development capital of the
world. In order to do that, we need to
manufacture goods here in America;
manufacture the goods that we invent,
innovate, and develop. Because if we
continue to take them to scale over-
seas, then the inventors, innovators,
and developers will themselves move
overseas.

So I thank Mr. SMITH, I thank Mr.
WATT, and I thank others who have
worked so hard on this legislation, Ms.
LOFGREN as well, who have dedicated
themselves to try to make sure that we
have a context and environment in
America which will facilitate the in-
ventive, innovative sector of our econ-
omy.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. SPEIER).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. WATT

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 11 printed
in part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. WATT. Madam Chair, we were
expecting Congresswoman WATERS. I
would ask unanimous consent that this
amendment be delayed until we can de-
termine whether she is still planning
to offer it.

The Acting CHAIR. The Committee
of the Whole is unable to reorder the
amendments.

Mr. WATT. In that case, I offer the
amendment as the designee of the gen-
tlewoman from California.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 139, insert the following after line 12
and redesignate succeeding sections (and
conform the table of contents) accordingly:
SEC. 29. SEVERABILITY.

If any provision of this Act or amendment
made by this Act, or the application of a pro-
vision or amendment to any person or cir-
cumstance, is held to be unconstitutional,
the remainder of this Act and amendments
made by this Act, and the application of the
provisions and amendment to any person or
circumstance, shall not be affected by the
holding.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. WATT. Madam Chair, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume solely
to say that this is a straightforward
amendment that provides that if one
part of the bill is determined to be un-
constitutional, it can be severable from
the rest of the bill and it doesn’t bring
the rest of the provisions down. That’s
a standard policy to put in most legis-
lation.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
rise to claim the time in opposition, al-
though I support the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I thank the gen-
tleman for offering the amendment,
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WATT. Madam Chair, I have just
been advised that we were mistaken in
the desire of Ms. WATERS to offer the
amendment. She didn’t want me to
offer it in her stead, and that’s why she
didn’t show up.

I would just ask unanimous consent
to withdraw the amendment, unless
the chairman has an objection.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.
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AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR.
SENSENBRENNER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 12 printed
in part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chair, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike section 3 (‘‘First Inventor to File”),
as amended, beginning on page 5, line 1, and
redesignate succeeding sections and ref-
erences thereto (and conform the table of
contents) accordingly.

Page 68, line 9, strike ‘‘section 18’ and all
that follows through “‘3(n)(1)”’ on line 11 and
insert ‘‘section 17 and in paragraph (3), shall
apply to any patent for which an application
is filed on or after that effective date’’.

Page 74, line 3, strike ‘‘derivation’ and in-
sert ‘‘interference’’.

Page 74, line 7, strike ‘‘derivation’ and in-
sert “‘interference’’.

Page 76, line 7, strike ‘“DERIVATION” and
insert ‘‘INTERFERENCE’’.

Page 76, lines 7 and 8, strike ‘‘a derivation”
and insert ‘‘an interference”’.

Page 76, lines 12 and 25, strike ‘‘derivation’’
and insert ‘‘interference’’.

Page 77, line 6, strike ‘“‘a derivation” and
insert ‘‘an interference’’.

Page 77, line 10, strike ‘‘derivation’ and in-
sert ‘‘interference’’.

Page T7, line 23, strike ‘‘a derivation” and
insert ‘‘an interference’’.

In section 7 (‘‘Patent Trial and Appeal
Board’), as amended, strike subsection (d)
(‘“‘Conforming Amendments’’) and insert the
following:

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 35.—Sections 134,
145, 146, 154, and 305 of title 35, United States
Code, are each amended by striking ‘‘Board
of Patent Appeals and Interferences’ each
place that term appears and inserting ‘‘Pat-
ent Trial and Appeal Board”.

(2) ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954.—Section 152
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C.
2182) is amended, in the third undesignated
paragraph, by striking ‘‘Board of Patent Ap-
peals and Interferences’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘Patent Trial and Appeal
Board”.

(3) TITLE bl.—Section 20135 of title 51,
United States Code, is amended, in sub-
sections (e) and (f), by striking ‘‘Board of
Patent Appeals and Interferences’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘Patent Trial
and Appeal Board”.

Page 113, line 20, strike ‘‘as in effect’” and
all that follows through ‘“‘3(n)(1),” on line 22.

Page 113, line 25, strike ‘‘(as in”’ and all
that follows through ‘‘date)” on page 114,
line 1.

Page 114, line 9, strike ‘‘(as in effect’ and
all that follows through ‘““3(n)(1)”’ on line 11.

Page 115, line 10, strike ““‘6(f)(2)(A)”’ and in-
sert “5(f)(2)(A)”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield my-
self 172 minutes.

Madam Chair, section 3 of this bill
creates a first-to-file patent system.
The sponsors believe that the United
States should harmonize with other
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countries’ first-to-file systems. There’s
no reason to do that.

Our patent system is the strongest in
the world, and it’s based upon the first
recognition of the Constitution in any
country that inventors should be pro-
tected. I think that the Constitution
empowers Congress to give patents
only to inventors. We had a significant
constitutional argument on this issue
yesterday. If the amendment is not
adopted, the issue will be litigated all
the way up to the Supreme Court.

The current first-to-invent system
has been key in encouraging entrepre-
neurial innovation and evens the play-
ing field for individual inventors who
are not represented by a major indus-
try. The first-inventor-to-file system
violates the Constitution because it
would award a patent to the winner of
the race to the PTO and not the actual
inventor who makes the first dis-
covery.

If we change to a first-to-file system,
inventors who believe they do not have
sufficient resources to win the race to
the PTO will not have any motivation
at all to continue developing the new
invention. This will stifle innovation,
and given the current state of our
economy, that’s the last thing we need.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield my-
self an additional 15 seconds.

First-to-file also invites excessive fil-
ing and will add to the burden of the
USPTO by increasing the examiner’s
workload. We already have financing
problems there. If this amendment is
not adopted, it will be worse.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair,
the gentleman’s amendment strikes
the first-inventor-to-file provisions
from the bill. I strongly oppose the
amendment.

The move to a first-inventor-to-file
system creates a more efficient and re-
liable patent system that benefits all
inventors, including independent in-
ventors. This provision provides a more
transparent and certain grace period, a
key feature of U.S. law, and a more
definite filing date that enables inven-
tors to promote, fund, and market
their technology while making them
less vulnerable to costly patent chal-
lenges that disadvantage independent
inventors.

The first-inventor-to-file system is
absolutely consistent with the Con-
stitution’s requirement that patents be
awarded to the inventor. Former At-
torney General Michael Mukasey has
stated that the ‘“‘provision is constitu-
tional and helps assure that the patent
laws of this country accomplish the
goal set forth in the Constitution: ‘to
promote the Progress of Science and
useful Arts.””’

Under first-inventor-to-file, patent
rights are reserved to someone who
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independently conceived of an inven-
tion before it was in the public domain.
And under the Constitution, that is
what is required to be considered an
“inventor.”
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In fact, early American patent law,
that of our Founders’ generation, did
not concern itself with who was the
first to invent. The U.S. operated under
a first-inventor-to-register system for
nearly half a century, starting in 1790.
The first-inventor-to-register system is
similar to first-inventor-to-file, a sys-
tem that the Founders themselves sup-
ported early in our Nation’s history.

The courts did not even concern
themselves with who was the first per-
son to invent until 1870, with the cre-
ation of interference proceedings.
Those proceedings are the ones that
disadvantage independent inventors
and small businesses. And over the
years, and in subsequent revisions of
the law, those proceedings have
morphed into a costly litigation tactic.

Under first-inventor-to-file, an inven-
tor submits an application to the Pat-
ent Office that describes their inven-
tion and how to make it. That, along
with just a $110 fee, gets them a provi-
sional application and preserves their
filing date. This allows the inventor an
entire year to complete the applica-
tion, while retaining the earlier filing
date. By contrast, the cost of an inter-
ference proceeding in today’s law could
run an inventor $500,000.

Accusations that the bill doesn’t pre-
serve the l-year grace period are sim-
ply false. This bill provides a stronger,
more transparent and certain 1l-year
grace period for disclosures. This en-
hances protection for inventors who
have made a public or private disclo-
sure of their invention during the grace
period.

The grace period protects the ability
of an inventor to discuss or write about
their ideas for a patent up to 1 year be-
fore they file for patent protection.
These simple requirements create a
priority date that is fixed and public so
that everyone in the world can meas-
ure the patent against competing ap-
plications and patents and relevant
prior art.

In addition, many inventors also
want protection for their patents out-
side of the United States. If you plan
on selling your product overseas, you
need to secure an early filing date. If
you don’t have a clear filing date, you
can be shut out from the overseas mar-
ket. A change to a first-inventor-to-file
system will help our businesses grow
and ensure that American goods and
services will be available in markets
across the globe.

The current first-to-invent system
seriously disadvantages small busi-
nesses and independent inventors.
Former PTO Commissioner Gerald
Mossinghoff conducted a study that
proved smaller entities are disadvan-
taged in PTO interference proceedings
that arise from disputes over patent
ownership under the current system.
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In the last 7 years, only one inde-
pendent inventor out of 3 million pat-
ent applications filed has proved an
earlier date of invention than the in-
ventor who filed first.

Madam Chair, let me repeat that: in
the last 7 years, only one independent
inventor out of 3 million patent appli-
cations filed has proved an earlier date
of invention than the inventor who
filed first. Independent inventors lose
to other applicants with deeper pockets
that are better equipped to exploit the
current complex legal environment.

So the first-inventor-to-file change
makes it easier and less complicated
for U.S. inventors to secure their pat-
ent rights, and it protects their patents
overseas. And it eliminates the legal
bills that come with interference pro-
ceedings under the current system. It
is a key provision of this bill.

Madam Chair, the amendment should
not be approved, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote against it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chair, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF).

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Chair, I find
myself in reluctant opposition to my
colleague from Texas in support of the
Sensenbrenner amendment. Section 3
shifts our patent system from the
unique first-to-invent system to a first-
to-file system.

As I speak to inventors, startups,
venture capitalists and angel investors
in California, I'm convinced that the
proposed transition to first-to-file
would be harmful to innovation and
burdensome to the most dynamic and
innovative sector of our economy.

With the shift to first-to-file, the
rush to the Patent Office will lead to
new costs for small businesses as they
prepare applications for inventions
that they may ultimately find imprac-
tical. For small startups, the cost of
retaining outside counsel for this pur-
pose will be a drain on their limited re-
sources and mean less money for hiring
and the actual act of innovation.

Supporters of first-to-file argue in-
ventors can turn to provisional appli-
cations to protect their patent rights.
But from talking to small inventors, I
have learned that good provisional ap-
plications require substantial legal fees
and time investment on the part of the
inventor to make them sufficiently de-
tailed to be of use.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield the
gentleman an additional 15 seconds.

Mr. SCHIFF. I appreciate the hard
work that has gone into the bill by the
gentleman from Texas. However, I re-
main deeply concerned that the shift to
first-to-file will have lasting negative
consequences for small investors, and I
urge the House to improve the bill by
adopting the Sensenbrenner amend-
ment.

Madam Chair, following is my statement in
its entirety: | rise in support of the Sensen-
brenner amendment to strike Section 3 of the
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underlying legislation. Section 3 shifts our pat-
ent system from our unique First to Invent sys-
tem to a First to File system. As | speak to in-
ventors, startups, venture capitalists and angel
investors in California, | am convinced that the
proposed transition to First to File would be
harmful to innovation and burdensome to the
most dynamic and innovative sector of our
economy.

With the shift to First to File, the rush to the
patent office will lead to new costs for small
businesses as they prepare applications for in-
ventions that they ultimately find impractical.
The result will be more and lower quality pat-
ent applications, undermining the improved
patent quality H.R. 1249 seeks to achieve. For
small startups, the costs of retaining outside
counsel for this purpose will be a drain on
their limited resources, and it will mean less
money for hiring and the actual act of inven-
tion.

Supporters of First to File argue that it will
increase certainty in the patent process, but |
am skeptical that any such gains in efficiency
will result. The interference proceedings at the
PTO that are used to resovle disputes regard-
ing patent rights are rare, representing only a
tiny fraction of patent filings. Moreover, there
is an established, century old body of law on
Flrst to Invent. It will take years, if not dec-
ades, for similar clarity to develop on a First
to File.

Supporters of First to File argue that inven-
tors can turn to provisional applications to pro-
tect their patent rights. That sounds good in
theory, but from talking to small inventors |
have learned that good provisional applica-
tions require substantial legal fees and time in-
vestment on the part of the inventor to make
them sufficiently detailed to be of any use
should another entity file a similar patent appli-
cation.

Madam Chair, | appreciate the hard work
that has gone into this bill and the leadership
of the gentleman from Texas. However, | re-
main deeply concerned that the shift to First to
File will have lasting negative consequences
for small inventors, and | urge the House to
improve the bill by adopting the Sensen-
brenner amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam
Chair, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. ZOE LOF-
GREN).

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California.
Madam Chair, I rise in support of the
Sensenbrenner amendment. Actually, I
don’t agree that first-to-file is uncon-
stitutional, and I, in general, am not
opposed to the idea of first-to-file.

But, unfortunately, the bill is flawed,
and you cannot have first-to-file with-
out robust prior-user rights and a
broad prior-user rights used in the
grace period. We don’t have that in this
bill.

And so what we will have are estab-
lished businesses having to either re-
veal trade secrets or be held up, have
to license their own trade secrets. For
startups this is a very serious problem.
And coming from Silicon Valley, I'll
tell you I've heard from a lot of
startups and the venture world that
supports them that this provision is de-
fective.

There were other remedies. They
were not adopted. All we can do now is
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to strike the first-to-file provision. I do
that without any reluctance. It will
serve our economy best. And I thank
the gentleman for offering his amend-
ment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield my-
self the balance of the time.

Madam Chair, the reason that first-
to-invent is important is that it allows
an inventor to talk to investors, con-
duct trial and error innovation and
deal with leaks, because commercially
important patent rights are deter-
mined by ordinary, nonburdensome
business activities.

Where this hurts the ordinary inven-
tor by going to first-to-file is that he
needs to get his venture capital to-
gether, and then go ahead and file for a
patent. With first-to-file, he has to put
all of the money up front to file in
order to protect himself; and what that
will do is have a chilling effect on the
small inventor who needs to get capital
in order to perfect a patent and in
order to market it. That’s why this
amendment should be adopted. I urge
the Members to do so.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER.
Chair, I demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 13 printed
in part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Chair, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Strike section 10 (beginning on page 81,
line 14; ““Fee Setting Authority’’), as amend-
ed, and insert the following (and conform the
table of contents accordingly):

SEC. 10. ELECTRONIC FILING INCENTIVE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—An additional fee of $400
shall be established for each application for
an original patent, except for a design, plant,
or provisional application, that is not filed
by electronic means as prescribed by the Di-
rector. The fee established by this subsection
shall be reduced by 50 percent for small enti-
ties that qualify for reduced fees under sec-
tion 41(h)(1) of title 35, United States Code.
All fees paid under this subsection shall be
deposited in the Treasury as an offsetting re-
ceipt that shall not be available for obliga-
tion or expenditure.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect upon the expiration of the 60-day
period beginning on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

Madam
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Chair, there
are a lot of problems with this bill as
we have heard about already. In fact,
on the wall of my office here in Wash-
ington, I have two pictures, among
many. One is a picture of W. Edwards
Deming and myself, taken just before
he passed away in 1993—the real inven-
tor of Lee Manufacturing. The other is
of Dr. Ray Damadian, the inventor of
the MRI who, when examining this leg-
islation, said if the new changes had
taken place in the patent law, had they
been part of the patent system when he
invented the MRI, the MRI never would
have been invented. He knows more
than anybody how flawed this bill is.

I want to focus in particular on sec-
tion 10 of the bill, which allows the Di-
rector of the Patent Office to set fees.
I'm very concerned about this because,
in the last patent fight, in 2004, when I
chaired the House Small Business Com-
mittee, in return for supporting higher
fees with a reduced rate structure for
small businesses, the provision in that
bill allowing the PTO Director to set
fees was removed.
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This new bill abrogates that hard-
won compromise and allows the direc-
tor of the PTO to set the fees. It is not
wise for the legislative branch to give
up more power and authority to the ex-
ecutive branch. I know it’s inconven-
ient to have Congress set fees, but
that’s the job of Congress, not the job
of an unelected bureaucrat.

When I chaired the House Small
Business Committee, I continued the
tradition of preventing the SBA from
unilaterally being able to set fees to
whatever level they sought. I don’t see
why we have to do this with the PTO.
Now in the present bill, section 11 actu-
ally lowers fees for small business peo-
ple and has a good patent fee structure.
However, section 10 would allow the
PTO Director to proceed with the ad-
ministrative process to eviscerate that
section and impose its own fees.

To compound the problem, the Pat-
ent Office has been saying for years
that if they had the authority to raise
fees, they would. In 2002, the PTO stra-
tegic plan said they needed to have a
fee based upon a progressive system
aimed at limiting applications. In 2010,
in the white paper on patent reform,
they said the same thing.

The Patent Office’s idea of cutting
back on the backlog is to raise fees.
That doesn’t make sense. But let’s
eliminate that authority from the Pat-
ent Office. Let’s leave that authority
with the United States Congress.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
oppose the gentleman’s amendment to
strike the PTO fee-setting authority
from H.R. 1249.
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Although the PTO has the ability to
set certain fees by regulation, most
fees are set by Congress. History has
shown that such a scheme does not
allow the PTO to respond to the chal-
lenges that confront it.

The PTO, most stakeholders, and the
Judiciary Committee have agreed for
years that the agency must have fee-
setting authority to address its grow-
ing workload. This need is critical. The
agency’s backlog exceeds 1 million pat-
ent applications. This means it takes 3
years to get a patent in the United
States—far too long. The wasted time
leads to lost commercial opportunities,
fewer jobs, and fewer new products for
American consumers. Moreover, the
new fee structure will not only retain
the existing 50 percent discount for
small businesses, it creates a new 75
percent discount for micro entities.
This benefit helps independent inven-
tors and small businesses.

The bill allows the PTO to set or ad-
just all of its fees, including those re-
lated to patents and trademarks, so
long as they do no more than reason-
ably compensate the agency for the
services performed.

To the charge that we are aban-
doning our oversight of the process, 1
urge the Members to review the over-
sight mechanisms in the bill. For ex-
ample, prior to setting such fees, the
director must give notice to and re-
ceive input from the Patent Public Ad-
visory Committee or the Trademark
Public Advisory Committee. The direc-
tor may also reduce fees for any given
fiscal year, but only after consultation
with the advisory committees.

The bill details the procedures for
how the director shall consult with the
advisory committees, which includes
providing for public hearings and the
dissemination to the public of any rec-
ommendations made by either advisory
committee.

Fees shall be prescribed by rule. Any
proposed fee change shall be published
in the Federal Register and include the
specific rationale and purpose for the
proposed change.

The director must seek public com-
ments for no less than 45 days. The di-
rector must also notify Congress of any
final decision regarding proposed fees.
Congress shall have no more than 45
days to consider and comment on any
proposed fee, but no proposed fee shall
be effective prior to the expiration of
this 45-day period.

Congress will remain part of the
process, but PTO is better able to re-
spond to their own resource needs,
which, after all, will benefit patent
holders and subsequently the economy.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
amendment.

Madam Chair, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), the chairman of
the Intellectual Property Sub-
committee.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 2% min-
utes.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. I thank the chair-
man for yielding.

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment.

The Senate-passed patent bill grant-
ed the PTO fee-setting authority into
perpetuity. The Senate’s goal was laud-
able. It wanted to allow the PTO to
have control over the fees that it
charges so that it would have more cer-
tainty about rolling out new programs
and hiring new examiners to deal with
pendency and quality issues. We have,
as you know, a very long backlog—3
years, 1 million patents. However, 1
had strong concerns with granting this
much authority to a government agen-
cy.

Currently, the PTO must come before
Congress to request any fee increases.
This forces the PTO to use its current
resources in the most efficient manner
and also strengthens Congress’ hand
when it comes to oversight over the
agency. Thus, I worked to get a provi-
sion into the House bill that would
sunset the PTO’s fee-setting authority.
The bill now terminates the fee-setting
authority after 7 years unless Congress
proactively acts to extend it. This will
allow the PTO sufficient time to struc-
ture its fees but will ensure that Con-
gress continues to have a strong influ-
ence over that process.

And I might add that the manager’s
amendment to the bill also strengthens
Congress’ hand and limits the objective
of the PTO to arbitrarily raise its fees
because the Congress still appropriates
the funds and can only escrow funds—
can’t divert them to another purpose,
but escrows them. PTO will have to
come back to the Congress and justify
additional funds it receives.

I believe the bill, as it is written
right now, strikes the right balance.
And I urge Members to oppose this
amendment, which would altogether
eliminate PTO fee-setting authority.

Mr. MANZULLO. I yield myself the
balance of my time.

Madam Chair, you don’t strike the
right balance between an inventor’s
constitutional right to file for an in-
vention and giving a patent czar the
authority to keep him out of the box
by allowing him to raise the fees. Mr.
SMITH from Texas said it himself; he
coupled patent backlog with the ability
of the patent director to set the fees.
That can only lead to one conclusion:
They’re going to raise the fees in order
to cut down on the patent backlog. It
doesn’t make sense.

This is the people’s House. The Pat-
ent Office is the people’s house for the
little inventor. He must have every op-
portunity to exercise his constitutional
right and file that patent. But if Con-
gress cedes the authority to set those
fees to a new authority of the patent
director—or we can call him now the
patent czar—that patent czar will con-
trol for 7 years, at the minimum, the
flow of traffic coming through his of-
fice. And you know who gets slowed?
Do you know who gets hurt? It’s the
little guy. And the purpose of my

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

amendment is to protect the little guy
to make sure those fees are not raised,
and also to make sure that the people
in this country elect representatives in
Congress because it’s our job to set the
fees, not the job of an unelected person,
the person in charge of the Patent Of-
fice.

I would therefore urge my colleagues
to vote for the Manzullo amendment,
to support the little inventor, to sup-
port the spirit of entrepreneurship in
this country.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR.
ROHRABACHER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 14 printed
in part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 73, after line 2, insert the following
new subsection:

(i) INAPPLICABILITY OF POST-GRANT REVIEW
TO CERTAIN SMALL ENTITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a patent granted to a
United States citizen, an individually law-
fully admitted for permanent residence in
the United States, or a United States com-
pany with less than 100 employees shall not
be subject to any form of post-grant review
or reexamination.

(2) RULEMAKING.—The Director shall issue
such regulations as may be necessary to
carry out this subsection.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. In this debate,
Madam Chairman, we have heard over
and over and over again about the grid-
lock at the Patent Office, which is sup-
posedly what we’re trying to correct
with this legislation, H.R. 1249, which I
have been contending is not designed
to help the Patent Office, but to har-
monize American law with the rest of
the world and make it weaker patent
protection for our people.

But what does it do about the back-
log, if that’s really what people are
concerned about? H.R. 1249 would actu-
ally tremendously add to the PTO
backlog by requiring further post-grant
review proceedings at the Patent Of-
fice, proceedings which would consume
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even more limited personnel and
money. Added procedures add to the
gridlock at the PTO, at the Patent Of-
fice, and it will also do what? It will
break the back of small inventors and
startup companies who are trying to
get a new product on the market.
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It will empower the multinational
and foreign corporations who can grind
down the little guy, because what we
are doing in this bill is adding even fur-
ther procedures they have to go
through, even after they have got their
patent issued to them.

This is the big guy versus little guy
legislation. That was even pointed out
by the Hoover Institution, which did an
analysis of this bill and said, ‘“The
American Invents Act will protect
large entrenched companies at the ex-
pense of market challenging competi-
tors.”

“A patent should be challenged in court, not
in the U.S. Patent Office.”

“A politicized patent system will further en-
trench those companies with the largest lob-
bying shops on K Street.”

“The bill wreaks havoc on property rights,
and predictable property rights are essential
for economic growth.”

“If America weakens its patent enforcement
at home, it will set a dangerous precedent
overseas.”

“The America Invents Act would inject mas-
sive uncertainty into the patent system.”

This is a travesty. It is an attack on
American well-being, because we de-
pend on our small inventors to come up
with the ideas. The Kaptur-Rohr-
abacher amendment limits this new
burden. If we can’t get rid of it, at least
we can limit this new burden of all
these post-grant reviews they are going
to add to companies that have more
than 100 employees. It frees up the Pat-
ent Office personnel to do their job,
helps with that gridlock, and protects
the small business man and small in-
ventors at the same time.

I would ask my colleagues to support
the Kaptur-Rohrabacher amendment.

I yield such time as she may consume
to the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding and urge my colleagues to
support the Rohrabacher-Kaptur
amendment, which ensures fairness for
small and independent inventors. With-
out it, this bill will destroy American
job creation and innovation since it
throws out 220 years of patent protec-
tions for individual inventors.

Our amendment addresses a major
shortcoming of the bill by eliminating
the burden of post-grant reviews and
reexaminations on individual inventors
and small businesses with 100 or fewer
employees.

The new procedures and regulations
in this bill will make it extremely dif-
ficult for the average citizen to ever
get a patent or defend one without our
amendment. Our amendment clearly
gives the Patent Office the authority
to issue appropriate regulations that
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ensure that the new regulatory burdens
in this bill do not disproportionately
impact individual inventors. This
amendment is about ensuring fairness
for small inventors.

We urge our colleagues to support
the Kaptur-Rohrabacher amendment so
all inventors in America have a chance
to realize their dreams, and, in real-
izing their dreams, assuring that we
will have robust innovation and job
creation in our country.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has 1% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me just
note, our amendment empowers the Di-
rector of the Patent Office to extend
this 100-employee standard to other
small businesses and individual inven-
tors overseas if this is required by a
treaty; yes, small businesses and indi-
vidual inventors overseas. So our
amendment does nothing to violate
any treaty obligations by giving our
own people special rights over foreign
individuals.

What it does do, however, is prevent
foreign corporations from grinding
down our inventors here, like they
grind down their inventors overseas.
This is what we are doing to prevent a
harmonization of our laws, because we
don’t want weaker patent protection
for our people. They already got it
overseas against their foreign corpora-
tions that grind them down. We want
to protect our own people.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair,
almost everyone in Congress wants to
help small businesses. They are the
foundation of our economy and are the
primary job creators. But this amend-
ment includes certain terms or phrases
that have nothing to do with the un-
derlying goal that it purports to
achieve.

This amendment appears to focus on
small businesses, but in reality the
amendment attempts to provide the
trial lawyer lobby and patent trolls
with an exemption from PTO reexam-
ination, allowing them to continue
suing job creators using frivolous or
questionable patents. This amendment
has nothing to do with small busi-
nesses and everything to do with pro-
viding an exemption for some of the
worst offenders of our patent system.

This amendment will not help inde-
pendent inventors or small businesses.
Small businesses need the PTO reex-
amination proceedings. Those pro-
ceedings strengthen patents, and
strong patents are what investors look
for when making decisions about
whether or not to provide venture cap-
ital funding.

The argument that reexam pro-
ceedings harass or hurt small busi-
nesses is just plain wrong. The reexam
proceedings are a cheaper, quicker,
better alternative to resolve questions
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of patentability than costly litigation
in Federal court, which can run into
the millions of dollars and last for
years. This amendment is an immunity
agreement for patent trolls, those enti-
ties who do not create jobs or innova-
tion but simply game the legal system.

Additionally, this amendment ap-
pears to violate our international obli-
gations under the TRIPS agreement.
Under TRIPS, we are obligated not to
discriminate against any field of tech-
nology or categories of patent holders.
By providing an exemption from all re-
examination proceedings for techno-
logical patents granted to patent trolls
or nonpracticing entities, this would
create a clear violation of our legal ob-
ligations.

Our patent system should be designed
to ensure that it produces strong pat-
ents and patent certainty. The PTO re-
examination proceedings help ensure
that these important goals are accom-
plished. This amendment bars any form
of reexam for U.S.-owned patents and,
thus, would also prevent U.S. inventors
themselves from using supplemental
examination to even be able to correct
errors in the record about their own
patents.

This amendment creates a huge loop-
hole in our patent system by exempt-
ing entities with 100 or fewer employ-
ees. This will not help small businesses
but will allow patent troll entities, for-
eign companies, and foreign govern-
ments to manipulate our patent sys-
tem. It would bar use of the business-
methods transitional proceeding
against most business-method patents.

This amendment is a recipe for al-
lowing patent trolls and foreign compa-
nies and their governments to bypass
normal post-grant challenges and en-
ables weak or questionable patents to
bypass further scrutiny. There is no le-
gitimate public policy objective in ex-
empting large numbers of those who
manipulate our patent system from the
rules of the road. It is for these reasons
that I strongly oppose this amendment.

I yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE).

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 2 min-
utes.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I rise in strong opposition to this
amendment, which is a bad idea. Post-
grant review is one of the most impor-
tant provisions in this bill. It allows
third parties, for a limited window of 9
months after a patent is issued, to sub-
mit evidence that the patent should
not have been granted in the first
place.

This allows third parties, many of
whom will be small businesses them-
selves who are familiar with the sub-
ject matter, to provide a check on pat-
ent examiners. If the evidence shows
that the patent is indeed invalid, then
the patent applicant should never have
received the patent in the first place. If
the evidence shows that the patent is
valid, then the patent is made stronger
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and more certain by surviving a post-
grant review.

The amendment would exempt small
businesses from the post-grant opposi-
tion proceeding. However, the quality
of a patent examination does not hinge
on the size of the applicant, whether it
was a small business, an independent
inventor, or a large corporation. It
hinges on the PTO job of scrutinizing
that patent. A bogus patent held by an
independent inventor is no less deserv-
ing of a second look than a bogus pat-
ent held by a Fortune 500 company.

For these reasons, I urge opposition
to this very bad amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has 30 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield the bal-
ance of my time to the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. I would like to refute
Mr. SMITH’s argument. In fact, he has
manufactured an argument against our
amendment that says it will violate
WTO obligations, specifically citing
TRIPS. He seems to object to the use
of references to American citizens and
U.S. companies, but obviously failed to
read the entire amendment which al-
lows the Patent Office to issue relevant
regulations for properly implementing
this amendment. And if he was so con-
cerned about WTO compliance, he
should strike section 18 of his own bill
which is clearly WTO noncompliant be-
cause it creates a special class for only
one industry, the banking industry.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the bill and for the Rohrabacher-Kap-
tur amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Madam Chair, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. SCHOCK

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 15 printed
in part B of House Report 112-111.

Mr. SCHOCK. Madam Chairwoman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 112, strike line 18 and all that follows
through page 118, line 2, and redesignate suc-
ceeding sections and references thereto (and
conform the table of contents) accordingly.

Page 68, line 9, strike ‘‘in section 18 and”.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 316, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. SCHOCK) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. SCHOCK. I thought when we
started this Congress that we had
agreed to no more earmarks, no more
handouts, no more special privileges
for any specific industry. But based on
reading H.R. 1249, it’s obvious to see
that it includes controversial language
which does just that—section 18, which
sets forth a new and different process
for certain business method patents for
any other patents seeking approval.

Section 18 carves out a niche of busi-
ness method patents covering tech-
nology used specifically in the finan-
cial industry and would create a spe-
cial class of patents in the financial
services field subject to their own dis-
tinctive post-grant administrative re-
view. This new process allows for retro-
active reviews of already-proven pat-
ents that have undergone initial scru-
tiny, review, and have even been
upheld in court. Now these patents will
be subjected to an unprecedented new
level of interrogation.

The other side will argue that some-
how magically a number of these finan-
cially related patents breezed through
the patent office and thus must be re-
viewed. Well, nothing could be further
from the truth. In fact, the allowance
rate for these business method patents
is the smallest of any of the art forms.
In fact, roughly 10 percent of those
business method patents applied for are
actually approved.

At a time when these small entre-
preneurs and innovators need to be
dedicating their resources and new ad-
vancements to innovation, they will in-
stead, because of section 18, be required
to divert research funds to lawyers to
fight the deep pockets of Wall Street,
who will now attempt to attack their
right to hold these financially related
patents.

With that, Madam Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield myself 1
minute.

Madam Chair, I strongly oppose this
amendment. It strikes a useful provi-
sion that would provide a way to re-
view the validity of certain business
method patents. The proceeding would
create an inexpensive and faster alter-
native to litigation, allowing parties to
resolve their disputes rather than
spending millions of dollars that litiga-
tion now costs. In the process, the pro-
ceeding would also prevent nuisance or
extortion lawsuits.

This provision is strongly supported
by community banks, credit unions,
and other institutions that are an im-
portant source of lending to home-
owners and small businesses. Finally,
this bill only creates a new mechanism
for reviewing the validity of business
method patents. It does not alter the
validity of those patents. Under settled
precedent, the transitional review pro-
gram is absolutely constitutional.
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Madam Chair, I now yield 1 minute
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GRIMM), a member of the Financial
Services Committee.

Mr. GRIMM. I rise today to call on
my colleagues to oppose the Schock-
Waters amendment. This amendment
would strike one of the legislation’s
most important reforms, a crackdown
on low-quality business method pat-
ents, which have weakened the patent
system and cost companies and their
customers millions of dollars. Infa-
mous patent trolls—people who aggres-
sively try to enforce patents through
courts in friendly venues—have made
business method patents their spe-
cialty in recent years. These same pat-
ent trolls have funded an elaborate
propaganda campaign targeting the re-
forms in section 18.

Let us simply set the record straight.
Section 18 allows patent experts to re-
examine through temporary pilot pro-
grams legally questionable business
method patents, a problem that the
Patent Office has already said it is
ready and willing to tackle. Opponents
have asserted that the measure would
help only the banks. This isn’t true.
The National Retail Federation and
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce have
endorsed this provision. Companies im-
pacted include McDonald’s, Walmart,
Costco, Home Depot, Best Buy, and
Lowes. These don’t sound like banks to
me.

Opponents also claim that this sec-
tion is unconstitutional.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 15 seconds.

Mr. GRIMM. Again, there has been a
tremendous propaganda campaign basi-
cally to sell untruths that we simply
need to get past. The truth is, this is
best for the small guy. If we really care
about the small inventors that create
innovation in this country, then we
should oppose this amendment.

Don'’t take my word for it—read the words of
Judge Michael McConnell—once the most in-
fluential federal appeal court judge in the na-
tion—and now the head of the Constitutional
Law Center at Stanford Law School:

He said, “There is nothing novel or unprece-
dented, much less unconstitutional, about the
procedures proposed,” and “we can state with
confidence that the proposed legislation is
supported by settled precedent.”

| think it is time we stop listening to patent
trolls who abuse our court system, and start
listening to the businesses that drive job cre-
ation and economic growth in this country.

Madam Chairman, | strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this bill and oppose the
Schock-Waters amendment to strike Section
18.

Mr. SCHOCK. Madam Chair, I yield 1
minute to my friend, the cosponsor of
this amendment, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS).

Ms. WATERS. As a member of the
Judiciary Committee, I rise in strong
support of the Schock-Boren-Waters-
Sensenbrenner-Franks-Kaptur amend-
ment to strike section 18. For years,
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the too-big-to-fail banks have at-
tempted to eliminate their patent in-
fringement liabilities to smaller com-
panies and inventors that have pat-
ented financial services-related busi-
ness method patents. They are now
coming to Congress in hopes that you
will help them steal a specific type of
innovation and legislatively take other
financial services-related business
method patents referenced in H.R. 1249,
section 18. This is simply wrong.

Elected Members of Congress should
not allow the banks to use us to steal
legally issued and valid patents. Finan-
cial services-related business method
patents have saved financial services
companies billions of dollars. But
that’s not enough for the banks. Be-
cause the banks have failed at every
attempt to void these patents, they’'re
attempting to use their power to write
into law what they could not achieve
at PTO or in the courts.

Don’t be tricked, don’t be fooled, and
don’t be used. I urge my colleagues to
listen to the floor debates.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Chair, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. CROWLEY), who is
a member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Mr. CROWLEY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Madam Chair, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment that would
eliminate section 18 of the underlying
patent reform bill. Section 18 empow-
ers the Patent and Trademark Office to
review the validity of so-called busi-
ness method patents. This language
was drafted in close cooperation with
the Patent and Trademark Office and
the Department of Commerce. It also
enjoys the wide bipartisan support of
the Judiciary Committee, which de-
feated a similar amendment during
committee consideration of this bill.

Further, this amendment does not
hurt any legitimate inventors. It only
allows for the review of abstract pat-
ents issued since 1988 when a Federal
court ruled that business methods
could be patented—a ruling which the
U.S. Supreme Court limited signifi-
cantly last year.

What are these business methods I'm
talking about? In one case, a business
method patent was issued for inter-
active fund-raising across a data pack-
et transferring computer network.
Once obtained, the patent holder sued
the Red Cross for soliciting charitable
contributions on the Internet, claiming
that his patent covers this entire field.
In another example, a patent was
granted covering the printing of mar-
keting materials on billing statements.

These patents, and many others in
this space, are not legitimate patents
that help advance America. They are
nuisance patents used to sue legitimate
businesses and nonprofit business orga-
nizations like the Red Cross or any
other merchants who engage in normal
activity that should never be patented.
In fact, this language will not go after
any legitimate patent, but only allow a
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review of illegitimate patents, like
those looking to patent the ‘‘office
water cooler discussion.” No legitimate
inventor needs to worry about a post-
grant review. In fact, under this sec-
tion, the PTO cannot even look at a
patent unless they determine that it
“more likely than not’” would be in-
valid. That’s a very high standard.

Let’s help America grow and succeed
and oppose this amendment.

Mr. SCHOCK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to my friend and cosponsor
of this amendment, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. BOREN).

Mr. BOREN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of the amendment
that I've coauthored with Mr. SCHOCK.
During my time in Congress I have
been a consistent supporter of small
businesses. Here on the House floor we
are told nearly every day that small
businesses are the engine of our Na-
tion’s economy, and there’s no dis-
counting that fact.

If included in the final bill, I believe
section 18 will pose a devastating
threat to America’s small business
community. Business method patents
already endure a lengthy approval
process, and section 18 would only
make it more difficult for inventors to
defend their patents.

I ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE).

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. YODER). The
gentleman from Virginia is recognized
for 1v4 minutes.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this amendment.
There is no doubt that the PTO has
issued business method patents of ques-
tionable merit over the years. Many of
these patents are still on the books.
Unfortunately, many of these patents
are being used by aggressive trial law-
yers to extort money from deep pock-
ets. Section 18 of the bill simply cre-
ates a process that allows experts at
the PTO to reexamine the types of
business method patents that the PTO
believes to be of the poorest quality.
This section was drafted in close co-
ordination with the USPTO and is a
pilot program that simply allows them
to review certain business methods
patents against the best prior art in a
reexamination process.
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Why would anyone oppose a process
that allows low-quality patents, as
identified by the USPTO, to be re-
viewed by the experts?

Business method patents on financial
activities are the type of patents that
are the subject of lawsuits and abuse
most often. They are litigated at a rate
39 times greater than any other pat-
ents. Section 18 is designed to correct a
fundamental flaw in the system that is
costing consumers millions each year.
The provision is supported by a broad
bipartisan coalition that includes the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce.
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I urge Members to reject this amend-
ment, which strikes an important liti-
gation reform provision in the under-
lying bill.

Mr. SCHOCK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to inquire of my time remaining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois has 12 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. SCHOCK. I now yield 1 minute to
my friend from California (Mr. LUN-
GREN).

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I might just say
that, in answer to the question raised
by my friend from Virginia ‘“‘why would
anyone oppose this?’’ it is because of
the Constitution.

This provision, section 18, is clearly
violative of the Constitution. It would
have you believe that you could go to
court, an article III court, and have a
final decision—a final judgment—ren-
dered by a court, including a jury.
Then after that, there’s not an appeal
to an appellate court but an appeal
somehow back to an administrative
agency?

Does anybody sense there is a viola-
tion of the separation of powers? Does
anybody understand what the Court
said in the Plaut case, which said that
the Constitution gives the Federal ju-
diciary the power to not merely rule on
cases but to decide them subject to re-
view only by superior courts in article
IIT hierarchy?

You can argue all you want, but
that’s what the Supreme Court says.

This is an obvious, blatant violation
of the Constitution. That’s the answer
to my friends who say we have to have
this provision. Yes, it may be that the
U.S. Constitution is the inconvenient
truth here. We are not allowed to vio-
late it even though we do it with the
best of intentions.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. SCHOCK. Mr. Chairman, for so
many reasons, this provision of the bill
is flawed. I ask my colleagues to join
me in supporting the repeal of section
18, and simply ask this:

Regardless of where your support lies
as to the underlying bill, why are we
doing something separate for financial
services patents? Why are we doing
something separate for the business
method patents? Shouldn’t all reforms
affect all patents and all industries?

I would argue this is an earmark and
a special provision for one industry,
and for so many reasons would ask for
a ‘‘yes” vote on my amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chair, | want to
clarify that Section 18 is designed to address
the problem of low-quality business method
patents that are commonly associated with the
Federal Circuit's 1998 State Street decision.
Not all business method patents are eligible
for review by the patent office under Section
18. Towards that end, Section 18 of the bill
specifically exempts “patents for technological
inventions” from review.

Patents for technological inventions are
those patents whose novelty turns on a tech-
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nological innovation over the prior art and are
concerned with a technical problem which is
solved with a technical solution. The techno-
logical innovation exception does not exclude
a patent simply because it recites technology.
Inventions related to manufacturing and ma-
chines that do not simply use known tech-
nology to accomplish a novel business proc-
ess would be excluded from review under
Section 18.

Section 18 would not cover patents related
to the manufacture and distribution of machin-
ery to count, sort, and authenticate currency.
It is the intention of Section 18 to not review
mechanical inventions related to the manufac-
ture and distribution of machinery to count,
sort and authenticate currency like change
sorters and machines that scan currency
whose novelty turns on a technological inno-
vation over the prior art. These types of pat-
ents would not be eligible for review under this
program.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chair, | would like to
place in the record my understanding that the
definition of “covered business method pat-
ent,” Section 18(d)(1) of H.R. 1249, the Amer-
ica Invents Act, is intended to be narrowly
construed to target only those business meth-
od patents that are unique to the financial
services industry in the sense that they are
patents which only a financial services pro-
vider would use to furnish a financial product
or service. The example that | have been
given is a patent relating to electronic check
scanning, which is the type of invention that
only the financial services industry would uti-
lize as a means of providing improved or more
efficient banking services. In contrast, Section
18 would not encompass a patent that can be
used in other industries, but which a financial
services provider might also use. Lastly, it is
also my understanding from discussions with
the Committee that Section 18 is targeted only
towards patents for non-technological inven-
tions.

Mr. GRIMM. Mr. Chair, | rise in strong sup-
port of the America Invents Act. This is a his-
toric bill. It will drive innovation, create jobs,
improve patent quality, and reduce frivolous
litigation. This is a good bill for current and fu-
ture patent holders—big and small.

| do rise today with some disappointment,
however, that opponents of this bill have reck-
lessly spread misinformation about the bill and
some of its most important provisions. The
move to first inventor to file is wholly constitu-
tional and it will strengthen the patent system
for entrepreneurs and small businesses. They
will no longer have to compete with big busi-
ness to prove the validity of their patents after
filing.

I\/?r. Chair, | would also like to speak to one
of the legislation’s most important reforms—a
crackdown on low-quality business-method
patents, which have weakened the patent sys-
tem and cost companies and their customers
millions of dollars in extra fees. Infamous “pat-
ent trolls”—people who aggressively try to en-
force patents through the courts in friendly
venues—have made business-method patents
their specialty in recent years.

These same patent trolls have funded an
elaborate propaganda campaign targeting the
reforms in Section 18. Let us set the record
straight—Section 18 simply allows patent ex-
perts to re-examine—through a temporary,
pilot program—Ilegally questionable business-
method patents. A problem the patent office
has said it is ready and willing to tackle.
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Opponents have asserted that the measure
would help only banks. That isn’t true. The
National Retail Federation and the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce have endorsed this bill.
Companies impacted include Wal-Mart,
Costco, McDonalds, Best Buy, Home Depot,
and Lowes. Do any of these companies sound
like banks to you? They don’t to me, either.

Opponents also claim that this section too is
unconstitutional—another untruth. Don’t take
my word for it—read the words of Judge Mi-
chael McConnell—once the most influential
federal appeal court judge in the nation—and
now the head of the Constitutional Law Center
at Stanford Law School: He said, “There is
nothing novel or unprecedented, much less
unconstitutional, about the procedures pro-
posed,” and “we can state with confidence
that the proposed legislation is supported by
settled precedent.”

| think it is time we stop listening to patent
trolls who abuse our court system, and start
listening to the businesses that drive job cre-
ation and economic growth in this country.
Support this bill and oppose the Schock-
Waters amendment to strike Section 18.

Mr. SCHOCK. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SCHOCK).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois will be
postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part B of House Report 112—
111 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. CONYERS of
Michigan.

Amendment No. 3 by Ms. BALDWIN of
Wisconsin.

Amendment No. 9 by Mr. CONYERS of
Michigan.

Amendment No. 12 by Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER of Wisconsin.

Amendment No. 13 by Mr. MANZULLO
of Illinois.

Amendment No. 14 by Mr.
ABACHER of California.

Amendment No. 15 by Mr. SCHOCK of
Illinois.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

ROHR-

the

RECORDED VOTE
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.
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A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 105, noes 316,

not voting 10, as follows:

Akin
Andrews
Bachmann
Baldwin
Bartlett
Bass (CA)
Becerra
Benishek
Berman
Bilirakis
Brady (PA)
Broun (GA)
Carson (IN)
Clarke (MI)
Clyburn
Coffman (CO)
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Cravaack
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeLauro
Doyle
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Emerson
Eshoo

Farr
Filner
Frelinghuysen
Fudge

Ackerman
Adams
Aderholt
Alexander
Altmire
Amash
Austria
Baca
Bachus
Barletta
Barrow
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boswell
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Braley (IA)
Brooks
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler

[Roll No. 482]
AYES—105

Garrett
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Graves (GA)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Hanabusa
Hartzler
Hirono
Honda
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Kildee

King (IA)
Kucinich
Lee (CA)
Lipinski
Lofgren, Zoe
Long

Lujan
Manzullo
Markey
Matsui
McClintock
McNerney
Miller, George
Moore
Pastor (AZ)

NOES—316

Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Coble
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Courtney
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (KY)
DeGette
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellmers
Engel
Farenthold
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Goodlatte

Paul

Payne

Pelosi

Petri

Pingree (ME)
Polis

Posey
Rehberg
Rohrabacher
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Loretta
Schiff
Schilling
Schock
Sensenbrenner
Sewell
Sherman
Slaughter
Southerland
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns

Turner
Visclosky
Waters
Waxman

West

Wolf

Woolsey
Yarmuth

Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holt
Hoyer
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
Kind
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
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Larsen (WA) Nunes Schweikert
Larson (CT) Nunnelee Scott (SC)
Latham Olson Scott (VA)
LaTourette Olver Scott, Austin
Latta Owens Scott, David
Levin Palazzo Serrano
Lewis (CA) Pallone Sessions
Lewis (GA) Pascrell Shimkus
LoBiondo Paulsen Shuler
Loebsack Pearce Shuster
Lowey Pence Simpson
Lucas Perlmutter Sires
Luetkgmeyer Peters Smith (NE)
Lummis ) Pgterson Smith (NJ)
Lqulgren, Daniel llzi;ttsts Smith (TX)
Lynch Poe (TX) gml.thq Wa)
peier
Mack Pompeo Stark
Maloney Price (GA) Stearns
Marchant Price (NC) Stutzman
Marino Quayle N
Matheson Quigley Sullivan
McCarthy (CA)  Rahall Terry
McCarthy (NY)  Reed Thompson (PA)
McCaul Reichert Thornberry
McCollum Renacei Tiberi
McCotter Reyes Tipton
McDermott Ribble Tonko
McGovern Richardson Tsongas
McHenry Richmond Upton
Meclntyre Rigell Van Hollen
McKeon Rivera Velazquez
McKinley Roby Walberg
McMorris Roe (TN) Walden
Rodgers Rogers (AL) Walsh (IL)
Meehan Rogers (KY) Walz (MN)
Meeks Rogers (MI) Wasserman
Mica Rokita Schultz
Michaud Rooney Watt
Miller (FL) Ros-Lehtinen Webster
Miller (MI) Roskam Welch
Miller (NC) Ross (AR) Westmoreland
Miller, Gary Ross (FL) Whitfield
Moran Rothman (NJ) Wilson (FL)
Mulvaney Runyan Wilson (SC)
Murphy (CT) Ruppersberger Wittman
Murphy (PA) Ryan (WI) Womack
Myrick Sarbanes Woodall
Nadler Scalise Wu
Neal Schakowsky Yoder
Neugebauer Schmidt Young (AK)
Noem Schrader Young (FL)
Nugent Schwartz Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—10
Berg Hinchey Sanchez, Linda
Dold Holden T.
Giffords Napolitano Stivers
Gingrey (GA) Rangel

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
The Chair notes a disturbance in the
gallery in contravention of the laws
and rules of the House. The Sergeant at
Arms will remove those persons re-
sponsible for the disturbance and re-
store order to the gallery.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
The Chair notes a disturbance in the
gallery in contravention of the laws
and rules of the House. The Sergeant at
Arms will remove those persons re-
sponsible for the disturbance and re-
store order to the gallery.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
The Chair notes a disturbance in the
gallery in contravention of the laws
and rules of the House. The Sergeant at
Arms will remove those persons re-
sponsible for the disturbance and re-
store order to the gallery.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
The Chair notes a disturbance in the

gallery in contravention of the laws
and rules of the House. The Sergeant at
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Arms will remove those persons re-
sponsible for the disturbance and re-
store order to the gallery.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
The Chair notes a disturbance in the
gallery in contravention of the laws
and rules of the House. The Sergeant at
Arms will remove those persons re-
sponsible for the disturbance and re-
store order to the gallery.
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Messrs. AUSTRIA, WHITFIELD,
BLUMENAUER, Mrs. CAPPS, Messrs.
GARAMENDI, NUGENT, FLEMING,
MEEHAN, BRALEY, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Messrs. DICKS and LAN-
GEVIN changed their vote from ‘‘aye”
to ‘“‘no.”

Ms. ESHOO, Messrs. HONDA, PAUL,
McCNERNEY, and Mrs. BACHMANN
changed their vote from ‘‘no’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
482, | was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no.”

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chair, on Thursday,
June 23, 2011, | was absent during rollcall
vote No. 482 in order to attend my grandson’s
graduation. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no” on the Conyers (Ml)/Rohrabacher
(CA) Amendment (No. 2).

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. EMER-
SON was allowed to speak out of order.)
CONGRESSIONAL WOMEN’S SOFTBALL GAME

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to have an announcement that’s
not quite as exciting as that which
we’ve just been watching. However,
this is the Congressional Women’s
Softball Team, and JOE BACA is an hon-
orary member of the team. He is one of
our coaches.

DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and I,
who are the cocaptains, wanted to,
number one, tell you all that we will be
playing the Washington news media to-
night at 7 o’clock at Watkins Recre-
ation Park up at 12th and D Streets
Southeast.

We invite everybody to come and
cheer us on. We are going to win this
year. We’re good.

Probably more than anything else,
this has been a wonderful opportunity
for us to really bond as friends and as
colleagues, not in any partisan way.
And we’re just very excited and happy
that we’re playing tonight. We need all
of your support.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
Florida, DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Chair, I want to thank all the women
and our male coaches. We’ve been prac-
ticing for 3 months, two or three times
a week at 7 in the morning, all to raise
money for a great cause, for the Young
Survival Coalition, which helps young
women who are struggling with breast
cancer or who have survived breast
cancer. All of you know that I am a
breast cancer survivor, along with SUE
MYRICK on the other side of the aisle.

But this game is our opportunity to
come together as women, as sisters, as
a bipartisan representation in the fight
against breast cancer. We invite you
all out to come to the game tonight, 7
p.m. at Watkins Recreation Center,
and watch us beat the Capitol press
corps.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. BALDWIN

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, 2-minute voting will continue.

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 81, noes 342,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 483]

AYES—81
Bachmann Green, Gene Quigley
Baldwin Hartzler Rehberg
Bartlett Hinchey Ribble
Bilirakis Hirono Rohrabacher
Broun (GA) Huelskamp Royce
Buerkle Hultgren Rush
gardoza(IN) IJ{un];oer an Ryan (WI)

arson ackson : ;

Clarke (MI) Jones Sa;Ir‘lchez, Linda
Clarke (NY) Kaptur y
Coffman (CO) Kildee Sanchez, Loretta
Conyers Kind Schiff
Critz King (IA) Schilling
Duffy Kucinich Schrader
Duncan (TN) Larson (CT) Sensenbrenner
Edwards Lee (CA) Southerland
Ellison Long Stark
Ellmers Lummis Terry
Emerson Manzullo Towns
Engel McClintock Turner
Filner McNerney Waters
Franks (AZ) Moore Webster
Fudge Payne West
Garamendi Pearce Woodall
Ggrrett P_etrl Woolsey
Gibson Pingree (ME) Wu
Gonzalez Polis Yarmuth
Gosar Posey

NOES—342
Ackerman Bishop (UT) Capito
Adams Black Capps
Aderholt Blackburn Capuano
Akin Blumenauer Carnahan
Alexander Bonner Carney
Altmire Bono Mack Carter
Amash Boren Cassidy
Andrews Boswell Castor (FL)
Austria Boustany Chabot
Baca Brady (PA) Chaffetz
Bachus Brady (TX) Chandler
Barletta Braley (IA) Chu
Barrow Brooks Cicilline
Barton (TX) Brown (FL) Clay
Bass (CA) Buchanan Cleaver
Bass (NH) Bucshon Clyburn
Becerra, Burgess Coble
Benishek Burton (IN) Cohen
Berkley Butterfield Cole
Berman Calvert Conaway
Biggert Camp Connolly (VA)
Bilbray Campbell Cooper
Bishop (GA) Canseco Costa
Bishop (NY) Cantor Costello
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Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan (SC)
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Huizenga (MI)
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam

Berg
Giffords
Gingrey (GA)

Jordan
Keating
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Marchant
Marino
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McCotter
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Olver
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paul
Paulsen
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pitts
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Price (GA)

NOT VOTING—8

Grijalva
Holden
Napolitano

H4499

Price (NC)
Quayle
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schmidt
Schock
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Tonko
Tsongas
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Rangel
Stivers
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining in this
vote.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chair, on Thursday,
June 23, 2011, | was absent during rollcall
vote No. 483 in order to attend my grandson’s
graduation. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no” on the Baldwin (WI)/Sensen-
brenner (WI) Amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and a result was announced, when
the following occurred.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, point of order.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
will state his point of order.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. The gentle-
lady was in the well attempting to cast
her vote. The Chair did not acknowl-
edge that the gentlelady was in the
well and continued to conclude the
vote. I think it’s appropriate that the
House of Representatives, consistent
with its rules, and Lord knows, I've
been in your position many times, and
I've had to stop the vote because a
Member was in the well.

It is the tradition of the House to ac-
knowledge a Member in the well when
they are casting their ballot, and it
does not get shut off.

I would like to make a motion that
we reconsider the vote.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair is con-
strained to advise the gentleman that a
motion to reconsider is not available in
the Committee of the Whole.

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr.
Chairman, I would ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote be retaken. We had
a tremendous effort that consumed
money and time for a similar incident
in a previous Congress. The smart
thing to do would be to recognize this
was error, and redo the vote so that we
can all move forward in comity.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the request for unanimous con-
sent.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the proceedings are vacated to

is a 2-

the end that the question be put de
novo.

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will re-
designate the amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment.

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, 2-minute voting will continue.

There was no objection.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 223, noes 198,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 485]
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Sutton Van Hollen Welch
Terry Velazquez Wilson (FL)
Thompson (CA) Visclosky Wolf
Thompson (MS) Walz (MN) Woodall
Tierney Wasserman Woolsey
Tonko Schultz Wu
Teonsas Watt Tarmuth
Turner Webster Yoder
NOES—198
Ackerman Gibson Nunes
Adams Goodlatte Nunnelee
Aderholt Gosar Olson
Akin Gowdy Owens
Altmire Granger Palazzo
Amash Graves (MO) Paulsen
Austria Griffin (AR) Pearce
Bachus Grimm Peterson
Barletta Guinta Pingree (ME)
Barrow Guthrie Pitts
Barton (TX) Hanna Platts
Bass (NH) Harper Price (NC)
Benishek Hartzler Quayle
Berkley Hastings (WA) Reed
Biggert Hayworth N
Bilbray Heck Relchert
Bilirakis Herger R}bble
Bishop (UT) Herrera Beutler R?gell
Black Himes Rivera
Bonner Hochul Roby
Bono Mack Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN)
Boren Hurt Rogers (AL)
Boswell Inslee Rogers (KY)
Brady (TX) Issa Rokita
Brooks Johnson (IL) Rooney
Buchanan Johnson (OH) Ros-Lehtinen
Bucshon Johnson, Sam Ross (AR)
Burgess Jordan Ross (FL)
Butterfield Kelly Runyan
Camp King (NY) Ruppersberger
Campbell Kinzinger (IL) Ryan (WI)
Canseco Kline Scalise
Capito Labrador Schilling
Carney Lamborn Schmidt
Carter Landry Schock
Cassidy Lankford Schrader
Chabot LaTourette Schwartz
Chaffetz Latta Schweikert
Chandler LoBiondo Scott (SC)
Coble Loebsack Scott, Austin
Conaway Lowey Shimkus
Cravaack Lucas Shuler
Crawford Luetkemeyer Shuster
Crenshaw Lummis Simpson
Culberson Mack Sires
Denham Marghant Smith (TX)
Dent Marino Stearns
DesJarlais Matheson Stutzman
Diaz-Balart McCarthy (NY) Sullivan
Dold McCaul Thompson (PA)
Donnelly (IN) McCollum Thornberr
Dreier MecCotter o v
Duffy McKeon T%berl
Duncan (SC) McKinley Tipton
Ellmers McMorris Upton
Engel Rodgers Walberg
Farenthold Meeks Walden
Fincher Mica Walsh (IL)
Flake Miller (FL) West
Fleischmann Miller, Gary Westmoreland
Fleming Mulvaney Whitfield
Flores Murphy (CT) Wilson (SC)
Forbes Murphy (PA) Wittman
Foxx Myrick Womack
Gardner Neugebauer Young (AK)
Gerlach Noem Young (FL)
Gibbs Nugent Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—10
Berg Holden Stivers
Giffords McIntyre Waxman
Gingrey (GA) Napolitano
Hall Rangel
0 1659

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Ms. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chair, on Thursday,
June 23, 2011, | was absent during rollcall
vote #485 in order to attend my grandson’s

AYES—223
Alexander Fitzpatrick Matsui
Andrews Fortenberry McCarthy (CA)
Baca Frank (MA) McClintock
Bachmann Franks (AZ) McDermott
Baldwin Frelinghuysen McGovern
Bartlett Fudge McHenry
Bass (CA) Gallegly McNerney
Becerra Garamendi Meehan
Berman Garrett Michaud
Bishop (GA) Gohmert Miller (MI)
Bishop (NY) Gonzalez Miller (NC)
Blackburn Graves (GA) Miller, George
Blumenauer Green, Al Moore
Boustany Green, Gene Moran
Brady (PA) Griffith (VA) Nadler
Braley (IA) Grijalva Neal
Broun (GA) Gutierrez Olver
Brown (FL) Hanabusa Pallone
Buerkle Harris Pascrell
Burton (IN) Hastings (FL) Pastor (AZ)
Calvert Heinrich Paul
Cantor Hensarling Payne
Capps Higgins Pelosi
Capuano Hinchey Pence
Cardoza Hinojosa Perlmutter
Carnahan Hirono Peters
Carson (IN) Holt Petri
Castor (FL) Honda Poe (TX)
Chu Hoyer Polis
Cicilline Huelskamp Pompeo
Clarke (MI) Hultgren Posey
Clarke (NY) Hunter Price (GA)
Clay Israel Quigley
Cleaver Jackson (IL) Rahall
Clyburn Jackson Lee Rehberg
Coffman (CO) (TX) Renacci
Cohen Jenkins Reyes
Cole Johnson (GA) Richardson
Connolly (VA) Johnson, E. B. Richmond
Conyers Jones Rogers (MI)
Cooper Kaptur Rohrabacher
Costa Keating Roskam
Costello Kildee Rothman (NJ)
Courtney Kind Roybal-Allard
Critz King (IA) Royce
Crowley Kingston Rush
Cuellar Kissell Ryan (OH)
Cummings Kucinich Sanchez, Linda
Davis (CA) Lance T.
Dayvis (IL) Langevin Sanchez, Loretta
Davis (KY) Larsen (WA) Sarbanes
DeFazio Larson (CT) Schakowsky
DeGette Latham Schiff
DeLauro Lee (CA) Scott (VA)
Deutch Levin Scott, David
Dicks Lewis (CA) Sensenbrenner
Dingell Lewis (GA) Serrano
Doggett Lipinski Sessions
Doyle Lofgren, Zoe Sewell
Duncan (TN) Long Sherman
Edwards Lujan Slaughter
Ellison Lungren, Daniel  Smith (NE)
Emerson E. Smith (NJ)
Eshoo Lynch Smith (WA)
Farr Maloney Southerland
Fattah Manzullo Speier
Filner Markey Stark

graduation. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye” on the Conyers (Ml)/Markey (MA)/
Neal (MA)/Pompeo (KS)/Garrett (NJ) Amend-
ment (#9).
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AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR.
SENSENBRENNER
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which

the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The

Clerk will
amendment.

redesignate

the

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-

minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 129, noes 295,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 486]

AYES—129
Aderholt Gonzalez Paul
Akin Gosar Payne
Amash Graves (GA) Pearce
Bachmann Green, Gene Pelosi
Baldwin Grijalva Petri
Bartlett Hanabusa Pingree (ME)
Benishek Harper Pitts
Bilbray Hartzler
Bilirakis Hinchey ig;;TX)
Bishop (UT) Hirono Posey
Blackburn Honda
Brady (PA) Huelskamp Rehberg
Brooks Huizenga (MI) Rohrabacher
Broun (GA) Hultgren Royce
Buerkle Hunter Rush
Burgess Johnson, E. B. Ryan (OH)
Burton (IN) Jones Sanchez, Loretta
Chaffetz Kaptur Schiff
Clarke (MI) Kildee Schilling
Coble King (IA) Schmidt
Coffman (CO) Kingston Schock
Cole Kucinich Scott, Austin
Conyers Labrador Sensenbrenner
Costello Landry Slaughter
Cra\{aack Llee' (CA? Smith (NE)
Davis (CA) Lipinski Southerland
Davis gKY) Lofgren, Zoe Speier
geFlamo ior}g Sullivan
oyle ujan

Duncan (TN) Lummis A gfi)ﬁipson (PA)
Edwards Lungren, Daniel .

Tierney
Ellmers E.
Emerson Manzullo Tgrner
Eshoo Marchant Visclosky
Farr Markey Webster
Filner Matsui West
Flake McClintock Westmoreland
Fortenberry McCotter Wilson (FL)
Franks (AZ) McNerney Wilson (SC)
Frelinghuysen Miller (FL) Wolf
Garamendi Miller, George Woodall
Garrett Moore Woolsey
Gibson Nunnelee Young (AK)
Gohmert Pastor (AZ) Young (FL)

NOES—295

Ackerman Bonner Carney
Adams Bono Mack Carson (IN)
Alexander Boren Carter
Altmire Boswell Cassidy
Andrews Boustany Castor (FL)
Austria Brady (TX) Chabot
Baca Braley (IA) Chandler
Bachus Brown (FL) Chu
Barletta Buchanan Cicilline
Barrow Bucshon Clarke (NY)
Barton (TX) Butterfield Clay
Bass (CA) Calvert Cleaver
Bass (NH) Camp Clyburn
Becerra Campbell Cohen
Berkley Canseco Conaway
Berman Cantor Connolly (VA)
Biggert Capito Cooper
Bishop (GA) Capps Costa
Bishop (NY) Capuano Courtney
Black Cardoza Crawford
Blumenauer Carnahan Crenshaw

Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeGette
DeLauro
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Ellison
Engel
Farenthold
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Gallegly
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanna
Harris
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holt
Hoyer
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan

Keating
Kelly
Kind
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Olver
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Platts
Pompeo
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall
Reed
Reichert

NOT VOTING—7

Berg Holden
Giffords Napolitano
Gingrey (GA) Rangel
0 1703
Mr. THOMPSON
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Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Stark
Stearns
Stutzman
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tonko
Towns
Tsongas
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Whitfield
Wittman
Womack
Wu
Yarmuth
Yoder
Young (IN)

Stivers

California

changed his vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”
So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
486, had | been present, | would have voted

«, ”

yes

St.ated against:

H4501

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chair, on Thursday,
June 23, 2011, | was absent during rollcall
vote No. 486 in order to attend my grandson’s
graduation. Had | been present, | would have
voted “nay” on the Sensenbrenner (WI)
Amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 92, noes 329,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 487]

AYES—92
Adams Franks (AZ) Pearce
Amash Frelinghuysen Petri
Baldwin Garrett Polis
Bartlett Gibson Posey
Barton (TX) Gosar Rehberg
Benishek Gowdy Ribble
Bilbray Graves (GA) Rohrabacher
Bilirakis Harris Rokita

N Ryan (WI)
Broun (GA) Huizenga (MI) Sanchez, Loretta
Buerkle Hultgren Schilli

chilling

Burgess Hunter Schmidt
Burton (IN) Jenkins Schock
Cardoza Jones choc
Chaffetz Kaptur Scott (SC) .
Coffman (CO) Kingston Scott, Austin
Cole Landry Sensenbrenner
Conyers Lipinski Stutzman
Costa Long Terry
Cravaack Lummis Thompson (PA)
Davis (IL) Mack Towns
Dold Manzullo Turner
Duffy McClintock Walsh (IL)
Duncan (SC) McCotter Webster
Duncan (TN) Miller (FL) West
Ellmers Moore Westmoreland
Emerson Mulvaney Wilson (SC)
Engel Nugent Wolf
Farenthold Nunnelee Young (FL)
Flake Paul Young (IN)

NOES—329
Ackerman Brady (PA) Cleaver
Aderholt Brady (TX) Clyburn
AKkin Braley (IA) Coble
Alexander Brown (FL) Cohen
Altmire Buchanan Conaway
Andrews Bucshon Connolly (VA)
Austria Butterfield Cooper
Baca Calvert Costello
Bachmann Camp Courtney
Bachus Campbell Crawford
Barletta Canseco Crenshaw
Barrow Cantor Critz
Bass (CA) Capito Crowley
Bass (NH) Capps Cuellar
Becerra Capuano Culberson
Berkley Carnahan Cummings
Berman Carney Dayvis (CA)
Biggert Carson (IN) Davis (KY)
Bishop (GA) Carter DeFazio
Bishop (NY) Cassidy DeGette
Bishop (UT) Castor (FL) DeLauro
Black Chabot Denham
Blackburn Chandler Dent
Blumenauer Chu DesJarlais
Bonner Cicilline Deutch
Bono Mack Clarke (MI) Diaz-Balart
Boswell Clarke (NY) Dicks
Boustany Clay Dingell
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Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Edwards
Ellison
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Granger
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hochul
Holt
Honda
Hoyer
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich

Berg

Giffords
Gingrey (GA)
Holden

Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lungren, Daniel
E

Lynch
Maloney
Marchant
Marino
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKinley
McNerney
Meehan
Meeks

Mica
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moran
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler

Neal
Neugebauer
Noem

Nunes

Olson

Olver

Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall

Reed
Reichert

McKeon

McMorris
Rodgers

Napolitano
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Renacci
Reyes
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stark
Stearns
Sullivan
Sutton
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Tonko
Tsongas
Upton
Van Hollen
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walden
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wittman
Womack
Woolsey
Wu
Yarmuth
Yoder
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—10

Rangel
Stivers
Woodall

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated against:

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, June 23, 2011, | was absent during roll-
call vote No. 487 in order to attend my

grandson’s graduation. Had | been present, |
would have voted “nay” on the Manzullo (IL)
Amendment.
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR.
ROHRABACHER

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 81, noes 342,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 488]

AYES—81
Akin Gohmert Miller (FL)
Bachmann Gosar Pastor (AZ)
Baldwin Green, Gene Paul
Bartlett Grijalva Pearce
Barton (TX) Hall Petri
Benishek Harris Polis
Bilbray Hartzler Posey
Bilirakis Hirono Rehberg
Bishop (UT) Holt Reyes
Brady (PA) Huelskamp Rohrabacher
Burgess Huizenga (MI) Royce
Coffman (CO) Hultgren Ryan (OH)
Cole Hunter Sanchez, Loretta
Conyers Inslee Schilling
Costello Jones Scott, Austin
Duncan (SC) Kaptur Sensenbrenner
Duncan (TN) King (IA) Southerland
Edwards Kingston Stutzman
Ellison Kissell Sutton
Emerson Kucinich Thompson (PA)
Fattah Landry Tonko
Filner Latham Turner
Flake Lipinski Walsh (IL)
Franks (AZ) Manzullo Waters
Frelinghuysen Markey Webster
Garamendi McCotter West
Gibson McNerney Wolf

NOES—342
Ackerman Bucshon Costa
Adams Buerkle Courtney
Aderholt Burton (IN) Cravaack
Alexander Butterfield Crawford
Altmire Calvert Crenshaw
Amash Camp Critz
Andrews Campbell Crowley
Austria Canseco Cuellar
Baca Cantor Culberson
Bachus Capito Cummings
Barletta Capps Davis (CA)
Barrow Capuano Davis (IL)
Bass (CA) Cardoza Davis (KY)
Bass (NH) Carnahan DeFazio
Becerra Carney DeGette
Berkley Carson (IN) DeLauro
Berman Carter Denham
Biggert Cassidy Dent
Bishop (GA) Castor (FL) DesJarlais
Bishop (NY) Chabot Deutch
Black Chaffetz Diaz-Balart
Blackburn Chandler Dicks
Blumenauer Chu Dingell
Bonner Cicilline Doggett
Bono Mack Clarke (MI) Dold
Boren Clarke (NY) Donnelly (IN)
Boswell Clay Doyle
Boustany Cleaver Dreier
Brady (TX) Clyburn Duffy
Braley (IA) Coble Ellmers
Brooks Cohen Engel
Broun (GA) Conaway Eshoo
Brown (FL) Connolly (VA) Farenthold
Buchanan Cooper Farr

June 23, 2011

Fincher Lowey Rogers (KY)
Fitzpatrick Lucas Rogers (MI)
Fleischmann Luetkemeyer Rokita
Fleming Lujan Rooney
Flores Lummis Ros-Lehtinen
Forbes Lungren, Daniel Roskam
Fortenberry E. Ross (AR)
Foxx Lynch Ross (FL)
Frank (MA) Mack Rothman (NJ)
Fudge Maloney Roybal-Allard
Gallegly Marchant Runyan
Gardner Marino Ruppersberger
Gerlach Matheson Rush
Gibbs Matsui Ryan (WI)
Gonzalez McCarthy (CA) Sanchez, Linda
Goodlatte McCarthy (NY) T.
Gowdy McCaul Sarbanes
Granger McClintock Scalise
Graves (GA) McCollum Schakowsky
Graves (MO) McDermott Schiff
Green, Al McGovern Schmidt
Gr}ff}n (AR) McHenry Schock
Gr}fﬁth (VA) McIntyre Schrader
Grimm McKeon Schwartz
Guinta McKinley Schweikert
Guthne McMorris Scott (SC)
Gutierrez Rodgers Scott (VA)
Hanabusa Meehan Scott, David
Hanna Meeks Serrano
Harper Mica Sessions
Hastings (FL) Michaud Sewell
Hastings (WA) Miller (MI) Sherman
Hayworth Miller (NC) Shimkus
Heck Miller, Gary Shuler
Heinrich Miller, George Sh
. uster
Hensarling Moore Si
Herger Moran }mpson
> Sires
Herrera Beutler =~ Mulvaney Slaughter
Higgins Murphy (CT) .
Himes Murphy (PA) Sm}th (NE)
Hinchey Myrick Sm?th (NJ)
Hinojosa Nadler Sm}th (TX)
Hochul Neal Sml,ﬂ{ (WA)
Honda Neugebauer Speier
Hoyer Noem Stark
Hurt Nugent Stea'rns
Israel Nunes Sullivan
Issa Nunnelee Terry
Jackson (IL) Olson Thompson (CA)
Jackson Lee Olver Thompson (MS)
(TX) Oowens Thorqberry
Jenkins Palazzo Tiberi
Johnson (GA) Pallone T}erney
Johnson (IL) Pascrell Tipton
Johnson (OH) Paulsen Towns
Johnson, E. B. Payne Tsongas
Johnson, Sam Pelosi Upton
Jordan Pence Van Hollen
Keating Perlmutter Velazquez
Kelly Peters Visclosky
Kildee Peterson Walberg
Kind Pingree (ME) Walden
King (NY) Pitts Walz (MN)
Kinzinger (IL) Platts Wasserman
Kline Poe (TX) Schultz
Labrador Pompeo Watt
Lamborn Price (GA) Waxman
Lance Price (NC) Welch
Langevin Quayle Westmoreland
Lankford Quigley Whitfield
Larsen (WA) Rahall Wilson (FL)
Larson (CT) Reed Wilson (SC)
LaTourette Reichert Wittman
Latta Renacci Womack
Lee (CA) Ribble Woodall
Levin Richardson Woolsey
Lewis (CA) Richmond Wu
Lewis (GA) Rigell Yarmuth
LoBiondo Rivera Yoder
Loebsack Roby Young (AK)
Lofgren, Zoe Roe (TN) Young (FL)
Long Rogers (AL) Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—38
Berg Gingrey (GA) Rangel
Garrett Holden Stivers
Giffords Napolitano
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chair, on Thursday,
June 23, 2011, | was absent during rollcall
vote No. 488 in order to attend my grandson’s
graduation. Had | been present, | would have
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voted “nay” on the Rohrabacher (CA)/Kaptur
(OH) Amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. SCHOCK

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SCHOCK)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 158, noes 262,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 10, as
follows:

[Roll No. 489]

AYES—158
Aderholt Gonzalez Pearce
Akin Gosar Pelosi
Amash Grijalva Petri
Andrews Gutierrez Pingree (ME)
Baca Hanabusa Poe (TX)
Bachmann Harris Polis
Baldwin Hartzler Quigley
Bartlett Hinchey Rahall
Becerra Hirono Rehberg
B'eymal} Honda Rogers (MI)
B}hralﬂs Huelskamp Rohrabacher
Bishop (UT) Hunter Rokita
gono Mack %nsleiz Ross (AR)
oren srae

Brady (PA) Jackson (IL) gg;ﬁgﬁgﬁgﬂg
Brown (FL) Jackson Lee
Buerkle (TX) Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
Burgess Jones
Capps Kaptur y
Carson (IN) Kildee ganches, Loretta
Chandler King (IA) Schakowsk
Chu Kingston N v
Clarke (MI) Kucinich Schiff
Coffman (CO) Labrador Schilling
Cole Lankford Schock
Conyers Larsen (WA) Scott, Austin
Costello Lee (CA) Sensenbrenner
Crawford Levin Selfrano
Critz Lipinski Shimkus
Davis (CA) Lofgren, Zoe Slaughter
Davis (IL) Long Smith (NE)
DeFazio Lujan Smith (WA)
DeLauro Lummis Southerland
Denham Lungren, Daniel ~ Sbeier
Dent E. Stark
Dingell Manzullo Stutzman
Doggett Markey Sutton
Doyle Matsui Thompson (CA)
Duncan (TN) McClintock Thompson (PA)
Edwards McDermott Tierney
Ellison McNerney Tsongas
Ellmers Michaud Turner
Emerson Miller (FL) Van Hollen
Eshoo Miller (NC) Visclosky
Farr Miller, George Waters
Fattah Moore Waxman
Filner Nunes Webster
Flake Nunnelee West
Fortenberry Olver Wolf
Franks (AZ) Pallone Woolsey
Fudge Pascrell Yarmuth
Gallegly Pastor (AZ) Young (AK)
Garamendi Paul Young (FL)
Garrett Payne Young (IN)

NOES—262

Ackerman Barton (TX) Black
Adams Bass (NH) Blackburn
Alexander Benishek Blumenauer
Altmire Berkley Bonner
Austria Biggert Boswell
Bachus Bilbray Boustany
Barletta Bishop (GA) Brady (TX)
Barrow Bishop (NY) Braley (IA)

Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burton (IN)
Butterfield
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Capuano
Cardoza
Carnahan
Carney
Carter
Cassidy
Castor (FL)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Cicilline
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Cravaack
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (KY)
DeGette
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks

Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Engel
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)

Harper
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Hochul
Holt
Hoyer
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
Kind
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lynch
Mack
Maloney
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McCotter
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Meeks
Mica
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
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Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pitts
Platts
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (FL)
Royce
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Scalise
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stearns
Sullivan
Terry
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Tonko
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wu
Yoder

Stivers
Welch

Griffith (VA) Myrick
Grimm Nadler
Guinta Neal
Guthrie Neugebauer
Hall Noem
Hanna Nugent
ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Watt
NOT VOTING—10
Bass (CA) Holden
Berg McKinley
Giffords Napolitano
Gingrey (GA) Rangel
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Chair, on Thursday,
June 23, 2011, | was absent during rollcall
vote No. 489 in order to attend my grandson’s

H4503

graduation. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea” on the Schock (IL)/Boren (OK)/
Waters (CA)/Sensenbrenner (WI)/Franks (AZ)/
Kaptur (OH) Amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LATHAM) having assumed the chair, Mr.
YODER, Acting Chair of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2149) to amend title 35, United
States Code, to provide for patent re-
form, and, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 316, reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted in
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the
Whole?

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I have a motion to recommit
at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. I am,
in its current form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina moves to
recommit the bill H.R. 1249 to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary with instructions to
report the same back to the House forthwith
with the following amendment:

Add at the end of the bill the following
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly):

SEC. 34. PRIORITY IN PROCESSING PATENT AP-
PLICATIONS.

(a) PRIORITY.—The Director shall prioritize
patent applications filed under title 35,
United States Code, by entities that pledge
to develop or manufacture their products,
processes, and technologies in the United
States, including, specifically, those filed by
small businesses and individuals.

(b) DENIAL OF PRIORITY.—The Director
shall not grant prioritization for patent ap-
plications filed under title 35, United States
Code, by foreign entities that are nationals
of any country that the Director has found
to deny—

(1) adequate and effective protection for
patent rights; or

(2) fair and equitable access for persons
that rely on patent protection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from North Carolina is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. The
consideration of this bill has been bi-
partisan to this point, and that cer-
tainly does not need to change now.
This motion to recommit does not real-
ly send it back to committee. It cer-
tainly doesn’t kill it. It is consistent
with the spirit of the bill. This is sim-
ply the last amendment and should be
considered in the same bipartisan way
all the other amendments have been
considered.

Mr. Speaker, our future prosperity
does depend upon our being the most
innovative country in the world, the
most innovative economy in the world.
American scientists and American en-
gineers are doing great work. We are
doing some of the most advanced, so-
phisticated research in the world. For
instance, we lead the world in solar cell
research. We are making some of the
greatest breakthroughs in that tech-
nology. Much of it is funded by the De-
partment of Energy or by other Fed-
eral research programs. But 80 percent
of the manufacturing of solar cells is
being done in Asia, mostly in China.

What is happening is that firms are
getting Federal funds to do research to
improve solar cell technology. They’re
developing advanced technology, but
when the time comes to manufacture a
product coming out of that research,
those firms are contracting with Chi-
nese manufacturers to make the prod-
ucts. That is just one example of com-
panies that are doing research here but
manufacturing somewhere else when
American workers need good manufac-
turing jobs.

Mr. Speaker, the benefit of innova-
tion should not just be higher profits
for American corporations. The benefit
should be good jobs for American work-
ers. Under this motion to recommit,
those companies will still get their
patents, but they don’t go to the front
of the line. The people who go to the
front of the line are those who will
pledge that they will do their manufac-
turing here in the United States, cre-
ating good jobs for American workers.

Second, we all know that there are
countries in the world that don’t really
respect American patent rights and
that don’t treat American inventors
fairly when they try to get patents in
those countries. This motion to recom-
mit will still allow those inventors,
people from those countries, to get pat-
ents. We will treat them better than
their countries treat American inven-
tors. But they go to the back of the
line. They do not get priority when it
comes time to have their patents con-
sidered.

Help American workers share in the
prosperity that comes from American
innovation from our research, from our
innovation. Support this motion to re-
commit.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
oppose the motion to recommit and
urge my colleagues to defeat it. The
America Invents Act is the culmina-
tion of 6 years of effort. During this
time, the House and Senate Judiciary
Committees conducted 23 hearings on
patent reform and brokered numerous
negotiations among Members and
stakeholders. H.R. 1249 has garnered bi-
partisan and widespread support. This
bill improves patent integrity in PTO
operations. The bill helps businesses
from a broad range of industries, inde-
pendent inventors, and universities.

But the biggest winners are the
American people. They will get more
job opportunities and greater consumer
choices. This amendment would mean
that U.S. companies and inventors
would be discriminated against all over
the world when they file. It would be
open season on American innovators
and businesses. We would no longer be
able to sell products abroad, and IP
theft of U.S. goods would become ramp-
ant.

Mr. Speaker, this motion to recom-
mit also consigns our patent system to
the one created in the 1952 Patent Act,
an era of landline telephones, TVs that
offered three fuzzy black-and-white
channels, and the manual typewriter.
We need to update our patent system,
and we need to do it now.

Oppose the motion to recommit and
support H.R. 1249.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MILLER of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 172, noes 251,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 490]

AYES—172
Ackerman Capps Costello
Altmire Capuano Courtney
Andrews Cardoza Critz
Baca Carnahan Crowley
Baldwin Carney Cummings
Barrow Carson (IN) Davis (CA)
Bass (CA) Castor (FL) Davis (IL)
Becerra Chandler DeFazio
Berkley Chu DeGette
Bishop (GA) Cicilline DeLauro
Bishop (NY) Clarke (MI) Deutch
Blumenauer Clarke (NY) Dicks
Boswell Clay Dingell
Brady (PA) Cleaver Doggett
Braley (IA) Clyburn Donnelly (IN)
Brown (FL) Connolly (VA) Doyle
Butterfield Conyers Edwards
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Ellison
Engel
Fattah
Filner
Fudge
Garamendi
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heinrich
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Hochul
Honda
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Johnson (GA)

Johnson, E. B.

Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kildee

Kind
Kissell
Kucinich
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski

Adams
Aderholt
Akin
Alexander
Amash
Austria
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Bartlett
Barton (TX)
Bass (NH)
Benishek
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bonner
Bono Mack
Boren
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canseco
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Cooper
Costa
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Davis (KY)
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Loebsack
Lowey

Lujan

Lynch
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Michaud
Miller (NC)
Miller, George
Moore

Moran
Murphy (CT)
Nadler

Neal

Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree (ME)
Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Richardson
Richmond
Ross (AR)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger

NOES—251

Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emerson
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Hensarling
Herger

Rush

Ryan (OH)

Sanchez, Linda
T.

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Schrader

Schwartz

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell

Sherman

Shuler

Sires

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Stark

Sutton

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Tierney

Tonko

Towns

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz (MN)

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters

Waxman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Woolsey

Wu

Yarmuth

Herrera Beutler
Holt
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Kelly
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lance
Landry
Lankford
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Lewis (CA)
LoBiondo
Lofgren, Zoe
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McCotter
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mulvaney
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Murphy (PA) Roby Southerland
Myrick Roe (TN) Stearns
Neugebauer Rogers (AL) Stutzman
Noem Rogers (KY) Sullivan
Nugent Rogers (MI) Terry
Nunes Rohrabacher Thompson (PA)
Nunnelee Rokita Thornberry
Olson Rooney Tiberi
Palazzo Ros-Lehtinen Tipton
Paul Roskam Turner
Paulsen Ross (FL)
Pearce Royce Upton
Pence Runyan Walberg
Peterson Ryan (WI) Walden
Petri Scalise Walsh (IL)
Pitts Schilling Watt
Platts Schmidt Webster
Poe (TX) Schock West
Pompeo Schweikert Westmoreland
Posey Scott (SC) Whitfield
Price (GA) Scott (VA) Wilson (SC)
Quayle Scott, Austin Wittman
Reed Sensenbrenner Wolf
Rehberg Sessions Womack
Reichert Shimkus Woodall
Royes Simpson Toder
Ribble Smith (NE) ggzﬁg ng))
Rigell Smith (NJ) Young (IN)
Rivera Smith (TX) o
NOT VOTING—38
Berg Holden Rangel
Giffords Lamborn Stivers
Gingrey (GA) Napolitano

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote.

O 1743

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts
changed his vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, June 23, 2011, | was absent during roll-
call vote No. 490 in order to attend my
grandson’s graduation. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea” on the Motion to Re-
commit H.R. 1249—America Invents Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YODER). The question is on the passage
of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 304, noes 117,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 491]

This

AYES—304
Ackerman Bilbray Butterfield
Adams Bishop (GA) Calvert
Alexander Bishop (NY) Camp
Altmire Black Campbell
Austria Blackburn Canseco
Baca Blumenauer Cantor
Bachus Bonner Capito
Barletta Bono Mack Capps
Barrow Boren Capuano
Barton (TX) Boswell Cardoza
Bass (CA) Boustany Carnahan
Bass (NH) Brady (TX) Carney
Becerra Braley (IA) Carson (IN)
Berkley Brown (FL) Carter
Berman Buchanan Cassidy
Biggert Bucshon Castor (FL)

Chabot
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Cohen

Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
DeLauro
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donnelly (IN)
Doyle
Dreier
Duffy
Ellison
Ellmers
Engel
Farenthold
Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx

Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Gardner
Gerlach
Gibbs
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Hochul

Holt

Hoyer

Aderholt
Akin
Amash
Andrews
Bachmann
Baldwin
Bartlett
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)

Huizenga (MI)
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Keating
Kelly
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Labrador
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lynch
Maloney
Marino
Matheson
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Moran
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Olver
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Paulsen
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Platts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Price (GA)

NOES—117

Brady (PA)
Brooks
Broun (GA)
Buerkle
Burgess
Burton (IN)
Chaffetz
Clarke (MI)
Coffman (CO)
Conyers
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Price (NC)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Ryan (WI)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schmidt
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Shimkus
Shuler
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stearns
Stutzman
Sullivan
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Tonko
Towns
Upton
Van Hollen
Walberg
Walden
Walsh (IL)
Walz (MN)
Wasserman
Schultz
Watt
Welch
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Wu
Yarmuth
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Costello
Cravaack
Davis (KY)
DeFazio
DeGette
Denham
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Emerson
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Eshoo Landry Royce
Farr Lee (CA) Rush
Filner Lipinski Ryan (OH)
Flake Lofgren, Zoe Sanchez, Loretta
Fortenberry Lujan Schiff
Franks (AZ) Lummis Schilling
Garamendi Lungren, Daniel Schock
Garrett BE. .
¢ Scott, Austin
Gibson Mack Sensenbrenner
Gohmert Manzullo
Gonzalez Marchant Sherman
Gosar Markey Slagghter
Graves (GA) Matsui Smith (NE)
Green, Gene McClintock Southerland
Grijalva McCotter Stark
Hartzler McNerney Sutton
Hinchey Miller (FL) Terry
Hirono Miller, George Thompson (PA)
Honda Moore Tsongas
Huelskamp Nunnelee Turner
Hultgren Pastor (AZ) Velazquez
Hunter Paul Visclosky
Jones Payne Waters
Kaptur Pearce Waxman
Kildee Pelosi Webster
Kind Petri
King (IA) Pingree (ME) st
Kingston Posey Woolsey
Kucinich Rehberg Youne (FL)
Lamborn Rohrabacher g
NOT VOTING—10
Berg Meeks Rangel
Giffords Napolitano Stivers
Gingrey (GA) Pitts
Holden Polis
0O 1749

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, June 23, 2011, | was absent during roll-
call vote No. 491 in order to attend my
grandson’s graduation. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea” on H.R. 1249—Amer-
ica Invents Act.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, on
rolicall No. 491 on final passage of H.R. 1249,
the America Invents Act, | am not recorded
because | was absent due to a death in my
family which required me to immediately return
to Georgia. Had | been present, | would have
vote “aye.”

——————

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS 1IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 1249, AMER-
ICA INVENTS ACT

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that the clerk
be authorized to make technical cor-
rections in the engrossment of H.R.
1249, to include corrections in spelling,
punctuation, section numbering and
cross-referencing, the insertion of ap-
propriate headings, and the insertion of
the word ‘‘written’ in the appropriate
place in the instruction in amendment
No. 1 to strike material on lines 23
through 25 on page 114.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

————
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-

ished business is the question on agree-
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the
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Journal, which the Chair will put de
novo.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.J. RES. 47

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove myself
as a cosponsor of H.J. Res. 47.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

——————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.J. RES. 68, AUTHORIZING LIM-
ITED USE OF ARMED FORCES IN
LIBYA; AND PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2278,
LIMITING USE OF FUNDS FOR
ARMED FORCES IN LIBYA

Mr. WOODALL, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 112-114) on the resolution (H.
Res. 328) providing for consideration of
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 68) au-
thorizing the limited use of the United
States Armed Forces in support of the
NATO mission in Libya; and providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2278)
to limit the use of funds appropriated
to the Department of Defense for
United States Armed Forces in support
of North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Operation Unified Protector with re-
spect to Libya, unless otherwise spe-
cifically authorized by law, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the bill (H.R. 2219) and that I may
include tabular material on the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

———

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2012

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 320 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2219.

0O 1752
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2219)
making appropriations for the Depart-
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ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2012, and for other
purposes, with Mr. WESTMORELAND in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) and the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I first would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. DICKS),
the former chairman of the sub-
committee, for the complete coopera-
tion that we had with each other in
preparing this very nonpartisan, non-
political Defense appropriations bill for
2012.

The base budget of this bill is $530
billion, which is $9 billion below the
President’s budget request. It was not
easy to find the savings, but we were
determined to find those savings with-
out having any adverse effect on the
warfighter or the readiness of our Na-
tion.

The base bill is $5630 billion. In addi-
tion to that, rather than having a sup-
plemental for Iraq and Afghanistan, we
included a section that is referred to as
0CO, the Overseas Contingency Oper-
ation, which is $119 billion. The bill in-
cludes no earmarks for Members’ dis-
tricts. The bill contains no money for
Libya because none was requested. The
administration did not request money
for Libya. We asked numerous times
what their plans were, how long it
might take, what the cost might be.
We did not get an answer until just
very recently. And they said, No, they
did not request any funding, and they
were basically going to make up the
balances by a reprogramming. They
would not ask for a supplemental, but
they would reprogram some of the ex-
isting funds.

It’s a good bill. I wish it had more
money in it for certain areas. I would
like to have seen a much larger pay
raise. We provided the necessary fund-
ing for the 1.6 percent pay raise for the
military, which was the authorized
level and the requested level, but we
just had to find that $9 billion. The
staff had to work extremely hard to
make sure that we did not have an ad-
verse effect on any of our soldiers or
our overall readiness.

The bill provides $32 billion for the
Defense Health Program. We under-
stand the needs of our soldiers that are
wounded. There are, unfortunately, too
many of them. We have provided what
we think is adequate money to care for
whatever their medical requirements,
their medical needs are. And it in-
cludes considerable research into med-
ical issues. The research is important
because a lot of the injuries that came
out of Iraq and we are seeing come out
of Afghanistan are such that in pre-
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vious wars, the troop would probably
not have survived. But because of ad-
vancements in medical care, because of
the research, because of advancements
in medicines, because of the ability to
remove the casualty from the battle-
field quickly and get to a hospital
quickly, we’re saving the lives of many
of our troops that would probably not
have survived in previous wars.

We include funding for the construc-
tion of 10 Navy ships. We include
money for 32 Joint Strike Fighter air-
craft. We include $3.3 billion for 28 F-18
Super Hornets and 12 EA-18 Growlers,
$2.8 billion for 116 H-60 Blackhawk heli-
copters, and $699 million for the Reaper
UAV, which is an advancement of the
Predator. I'm trying not to go into too
much detail because it is a very
lengthy bill.

The reductions that we made in order
to achieve the $9 billion in savings, we
took favorable contract pricing adjust-
ments, contract and schedule delays re-
sulting in fiscal year 2012 savings, un-
justified cost increases, or funding re-
quested ahead of the anticipated or his-
torical underexecution of contracts, re-
scissions of unneeded prior year funds,
and reductions that were authorized in
the House-passed 2012 National Defense
Authorization Act under the chairman-
ship of Chairman MCKEON. Specific re-
ductions include $435 million in savings
from those contract and production
delays in the AMRAAM system. We
will provide for the RECORD the details
of all of the areas where we took the
savings.

All in all, it is a good bill for the
money that we had available. There are
things that we would have added. We
would have increased the military pay
raise. We just didn’t have the money.
So we went to the authorized level.
There’s much more to be said that will
be said as we read this bill for amend-
ments, which will probably not happen
now until we come back after next
week’s recess.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DICKS. I yield myself such time
as I may utilize.

(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. It has, once again, been
an honor to work with my friend from
Florida, Chairman BILL YOUNG, to pre-
pare the Defense appropriations bill for
FY 2012. In the longstanding tradition
of this committee, the bill has been
prepared on a bipartisan basis, and I
support the bill. I know that Chairman
ROGERS will be glad to hear that.

I am happy to report that the bill
provides the funds necessary to support
our troops both at home and in the
field. It also makes the investment in
research and development and acquisi-
tion needed to fully equip our troops
and maintain our Nation’s techno-
logical edge.

0 1800

Within the funds provided, and after
careful review, the committee exer-
cised its constitutional responsibility
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to allocate resources to those programs
that best support the requirements of
our military forces.

In writing this bill, the committee
had to make hard choices. The alloca-
tion for this bill is $530 billion, $9 bil-
lion below the request. While this is $17
billion above the fiscal year 2011-en-
acted level, much of the increase is ab-
sorbed by the military pay, operation
and maintenance, and the Defense
Health Program accounts.

The bill also provides the funds need-
ed to support U.S. service personnel.
Examples of this include the military
pay accounts fund at a 1.6 percent
raise, consistent with the budget re-
quest and the level included in the
House-passed fiscal year 2012 armed
services authorization bill.

The bill also provides $32.3 billion for
the Defense Health Program, including
$125 million above the request to con-
tinue the committee’s longstanding ef-
forts to improve research and treat-
ment of traumatic brain injury and
psychological health conditions. The
bill also includes funding increases for
several research efforts including peer-
reviewed breast cancer, prostate can-
cer, ovarian cancer, and lung cancer re-
search.

The bill fully funds $2.3 billion re-
quested for family programs and adds
funding for several initiatives includ-
ing $250 million to replace schools
owned by local education authorities
and $40 million for Impact Aid.

The bill addresses many of DOD’s
most pressing investment needs. It
funds 10 ships, as requested in the
budget, and 32 Joint Strike Fighter air-
craft. I would like to have seen more
Strike Fighter aircraft because I be-
lieve they’re doing a much better job
on this program. Last year it was in
some trouble. This year Admiral
Venlet has said repeatedly that
they’re, in fact, ahead of the training
schedule. So I think this is very good
news.

The bill also adds funding to fill gaps
in DOD capabilities. Some examples in-
clude the M1A2 System Enhancement
Package: $272 million is included to
prevent a break in production of tanks.
And this is something that our com-
mittee agreed with on an over-
whelming basis, that shutting down
the tank line in Ohio would be a ter-
rible mistake because we’d lose the
skilled workers and then we’re going to
reopen this tank line in 2 or 3 years,
and it would just be a waste of money.
So we bridged that gap.

HMMWYV Force Protection: $50 mil-
lion is added to develop and test and
improve armor and other blast protec-
tion technologies on the HMMWYV.

Long Range Strike: $100 million is
added to reduce technical risk and
schedule risks for this program. We're
moving ahead on a replacement for the
Trident submarine. The C-17 replace-
ment is included to replace the oper-
ational loss of a C-17 aircraft. The com-
mittee has steadfastly replaced—when
there have been operational losses,
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we’ve replaced the equipment. This is
another example.

Special Operation Command short-
falls: this is one thing we had in our
bill in 2011, and this year an increase of
$250 million is added to address un-
funded requirements identified by the
Special Operations Command.

National Guard and Reserve equip-
ment: $1.5 billion is included to fund
equipment shortfalls in National Guard
and Reserve equipment.

Intelligence surveillance and recon-
naissance: $60 million is included above
the request to continue to fill gaps in
DOD ISR equipment.

Israeli missile defense programs: $130
million is added to enhance Israeli mis-
sile defense programs including the
Arrow missile defense system.

Small business innovative research:
$50 million is included to continue the
committee’s efforts for SBIR Phase III
transition.

Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities: $20 million is added to con-
tinue defense research at Historically
Black Colleges and Universities.

Energy efficiency improvements: the
bill includes $82 million above the re-
quest to field equipment that will re-
duce the energy footprint of deployed
Marine Corps units. The bill also in-
cludes $10 million above the request for
pilot programs to improve DOD energy
efficiency.

The bill provides $118.7 billion for op-
erations in Afghanistan and Iraq and
for continuing the withdrawal of U.S.
forces from Iraq. The bill ensures that
troops have essential force protection
and provides the means for the Afghans
to provide their own security. The bill
includes $12.8 billion to train Afghani-
stan’s National Security Forces.

While the bill provides essential sup-
port for our troops, I remain concerned
about our Nation’s direction in Paki-
stan and ongoing operations in Afghan-
istan. There is cause to question the
reliability of our partnership with both
countries. In the light of recent events,
we must reassess the extent of U.S.
military involvement and the objec-
tives of U.S. foreign policy in that part
of the world, reexamining whether U.S.
national security requires a continued
deployment of over 100,000 U.S. service
personnel.

I welcome President Obama’s deci-
sion to start the withdrawals, and I
also urge a ceasefire and a political
settlement. After a careful review of
the security situation, I believe it is
time to significantly accelerate the
withdrawal of U.S. forces.

To accomplish this objective respon-
sibly will take some care. By necessity,
a political solution in Afghanistan will
involve negotiations with Taliban rep-
resentatives. It will also demand tak-
ing into account the interests of sur-
rounding nations to ensure that those
neighbors do not fight with one an-
other along sectarian or tribal divides
within Afghanistan.

Finally, we must guard against cre-
ating a vacuum similar to the one that
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occurred at the end of the Soviet occu-
pation in 1989. Even with these cau-
tions in mind, I believe it is time to
begin the process of bringing the level
of deployed U.S. troops in line with a
new assessment of our security inter-
ests in the region.

I look forward to hearing from Gen-
eral Petraeus and General Odierno. We
worked with them on the surge in Iraq,
which turned out to be very successful.
The military has done a very good job
in Helmand and Kandahar and has
dominated the Taliban in recent times,
which is very positive.

We still have a problem on the east-
ern front between Afghanistan and
Pakistan, and we need to continue to
put pressure on al Qaeda, though the
capture and death of Osama bin Laden
was something that all the troops that
have served here since 2001 should take
satisfaction in, the person who led the
effort against the United States in one
of the most horrific acts and one of the
most economic destabilizing acts that
has ever occurred to our country.

While I have concerns about our Na-
tion’s policies in Afghanistan and
Pakistan, I strongly support this bill.
It’s a bipartisan bill, and it provides
the resources needed by our troops. I
urge your support for the bill.

I also want to thank the staff. I know
Chairman YOUNG will join me in this.
We have a tremendous staff that works
together. They worked together when I
was chairman. They’re working to-
gether now that Chairman YOUNG has—
he had been chairman before and has
now regained his chairmanship. And
the staff has done an extraordinary job.
It’s a major piece of work to put to-
gether a $530 billion bill and know all
these programs, and I commend them
for their good work.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I am happy to yield 5 minutes to
the very distinguished chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank
Chairman YOUNG for yielding me this
time.

And thank you and your other part-
ner, this dynamic duo that we have
here between Chairman YOUNG and
Chairman DIckS. Thank you for your
good work.

The nearly $649 billion in total fund-
ing within this bill will provide our
Armed Forces with the resources they
need for the Nation’s missions abroad
and the protection of our people here
at home.

This bill sustains our military readi-
ness, facilitating the continued mod-
ernization of our national defense sys-
tems and preserving the American
Armed Forces as the greatest military
in the world.

As our soldiers and marines continue
to put their lives on the line to elimi-
nate terrorism and protect freedom
around the globe, Congress must pro-
vide the necessary support and funding
to keep them safe and well equipped,
and we must do so in a timely manner.
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These efforts include adequate fund-
ing for equipment procurement, base
operations, and military pay. To im-
prove our defense capabilities and pre-
pare for future challenges, we’ve pro-
vided funding for research and develop-
ment into new technology.
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This legislation also provides essen-
tial funding for health and quality-of-
life programs for the men and women
of the armed services and their fami-
lies.

But, as in all of our appropriations
bills, this year especially, this legisla-
tion reflects hard decisions to cut
lower-priority programs, reduce spend-
ing in programs that can be scaled
back, and target funds where they’re
needed most so that our Nation can
continue on the path to fiscal recovery.

No bill, no Department, including the
Pentagon, should be immune from
scrutiny during these precarious finan-
cial times. This legislation identifies
fiscally responsible savings, savings
that will in no way impair the safety
or effectiveness of our troops, the suc-
cess of our military operations, or our
military readiness.

The bill also increases oversight of
Defense programs and funds to ensure
that tax dollars are being spent wisely
and efficiently. We’ve taken a critical
eye and increased scrutiny on some
programs to ensure American tax-
payers are receiving the proper bene-
fits for their defense investments.

I want to thank, again, Chairman
YouNG and Ranking Member DICKS for
their tireless work. In fact, it’s a very
bipartisan spirit and commitment, and
that’s the rule of this subcommittee
over the decades of time, and their
commitment to crafting a very respon-
sible Defense bill. And of course the
staff has worked tirelessly to make
this day possible.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of our col-
leagues to support this bill. It’s a good
one.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BISHOP), who is a former mem-
ber of the Defense Subcommittee and
now is the ranking Democrat on the
Military Construction-VA Sub-
committee.

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to rise in support of
the committee’s recommended FY12
Defense appropriations bill.

I'd first like to commend Sub-
committee Chairman YOUNG, Ranking
Member DIcKs, Chairman ROGERS, the
subcommittee members and staff on
both sides of the aisle for continuing
the fine tradition of bipartisan co-
operation and teamwork in producing
this bill.

Of note, the bill provides $530.5 bil-
lion in total for the DOD in fiscal year
2012, $17 billion more than the current
level. In addition, the bill provides
$118.7 billion for contingency funding
for the ongoing military operations in
Iraq and Afghanistan.
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It continues our longstanding com-
mitment to our troops and their fami-
lies by including a pay raise for the
troops, strengthening health care serv-
ices for servicemembers and their fami-
lies, and providing $2.3 billion for fam-
ily support and advocacy programs.

The bill protects our troops in harm’s
way by providing $3.2 billion for Mine
Resistant Ambush Protected vehicles,
$2.8 billion for combating IEDs in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, and a total of $453
million for the modernization of the
M1 Abrams tanks.

The bill also includes an additional
$1.5 billion for the National Guard and
Reserve equipment, $633 million for
military medical research, including
$233 million for cancer research, $125
million for psychological health and
traumatic brain injury research.

I'm pleased that the committee in-
cluded $141 million for University and
Industry Research Centers, of which
$20 million was included for Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities
for research.

As a former member of the sub-
committee, I'm reminded of my dear
friend and colleague, former Chairman
Jack Murtha, who followed one central
creed and principle in developing an
annual House Defense appropriations
bill, and that was to create a bill which
provided our servicemen and -women
all the resources and tools they need to
do their job as effectively and effi-
ciently as possible. I believe this bill
does just that. And I do earnestly be-
lieve that Chairman Murtha would be
very proud of this bill. And I'm pleased
to support its passage.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I am happy to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS), the former chairman of this
subcommittee and the former chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank very much Mr. YOUNG of
Florida and Mr. Dicks of Washington
for the fabulous work they’ve done
working together and developing this
measure, which is something over $500
billion. And the public certainly will
know that that’s no small amount of
money. But certainly, also they’ll
know it is the reason for us to have a
Federal Government—funding avail-
able to preserve our Nation.

And as we leave this weekend to cele-
brate the 4th of July and the history of
our country and the history of free-
dom, not just here but also available
around the world, we know it’s the
work of this subcommittee and people
like these leaders that have allowed us
to continue to be on the point of the
spear for freedom around the world.

Indeed, if there’s a reason for us to
have a Federal Government, it is to be
able to preserve our freedom and to
provide opportunities for others else-
where in the world.

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, it’s
also very, very important for me to
point out that we are about serious and
difficult challenges, especially in the
Middle East at this moment.
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A while ago, my friend NORM DICKS
mentioned 1989 and Afghanistan and
the challenges there. At that point in
time, the Soviet Union was attempting
to take over all of Afghanistan as a
way of taking over the Middle East and
to extend their desire to take over the
world. A stop to that came by way of
this committee’s work and leadership
from this committee.

If you have not taken the time to
read about Charlie Wilson’s war, you
should, and recognize that that war led
to the chants for freedom in Afghani-
stan.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield the
gentleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. LEWIS of California. If one
would recognize, as of Charlie Wilson’s
war’s time, we were successful at stop-
ping the Soviet Union. But as we had
that success, America did what it often
does overseas: We walked away and left
a vacuum in Afghanistan. And it was
that vacuum that allowed the terror-
ists, al Qaeda and others, to extend
themselves and train themselves and
put us in the pressure box that we are
in today in the country.

America must constantly be aware
that we are the force for freedom and,
working together, we will continue to
help freedom in the world.

Having said that, Mr. Chairman, I
want to extend my deepest congratula-
tions to these two gentlemen, these
two leaders of this committee, BILL
YOUNG and NORM DICKS, extremely tal-
ented people who are bringing our com-
mittee and the Congress back to reg-
ular order so that we can work with
one another and make changes in bills
like this with free debate on the floor.
Indeed, that is the strength of our Con-
gress.

If the people will be patient with us,
we’ll actually accomplish some things.
Indeed, freedom will continue to be a
force in the world because of the work
of these gentlemen. And our congratu-
lations, as well as our best wishes, go
out to their continued work and suc-
cess.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE), a member of the Ap-
propriations Committee and someone
who is a very dynamic leader on our
committee and that I enjoy working
with.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, first let me
thank our ranking member, Mr. DICKS,
for your leadership for this time, but
also for your patriotism and for your
commitment to our country and to our
troops. And it is an exciting com-
mittee, and it’s a very important com-
mittee. And I want to thank Chairman
ROGERS for your leadership, and for
also his service and for the attempts to
bring this committee together in the
spirit of bipartisanship.

While I think everyone knows that I
respect and support the President and I
applaud him for his tremendous leader-
ship on so many issues, like many of
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my colleagues, I was tremendously dis-
appointed to hear the President’s an-
nouncement last night.
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Almost three out of four Americans
want to bring our troops home from Af-
ghanistan, and this was far from the
significant reduction that the Amer-
ican people were expecting. A token
troop reduction of 10,000 by the end of
this year and waiting another year to
remove another 23,000, which in total
would merely reverse the 2009 troop es-
calation, is really, for me, unaccept-
able; and quite frankly, it flies in the
face of the growing bipartisan calls
across our war-weary Nation to exit
Afghanistan and to refocus on our pri-
orities here at home.

Now, I voted against this original au-
thorization in 2001, which was a very
difficult vote for me to cast because I
ended up being the only one to cast a
“no”” vote. But I knew then that that
authorization was an authorization
that was a blank check to wage war for
any reason, against any nation, for any
length of time. And this has now be-
come the longest war in American his-
tory.

As we spend over $2 billion a week on
this decade-long war, critical pro-
grams—Ilike programs for women and
children, nutrition programs, food
stamps and Medicare—are on the chop-
ping block. So enough is enough.

There is no military solution in Af-
ghanistan. And in a world where ter-
rorism can emanate from the tribal re-
gions of Yemen or a hotel room in Ger-
many, we cannot adequately address
these challenges through a military-
first, boots-on-the-ground strategy. It
is clear that occupying states and na-
tion-building does not make for effec-
tive counterterrorism, and the finan-
cial and human costs of continuing this
war are indefensible.

With over 1,600 troops killed and tens
of thousands more seriously wounded
in Afghanistan, the human toll con-
tinues to mount each and every day. So
we need to bring our troops home and
use the savings for our economic chal-
lenges here at home, especially for job
creation. That’s why I'm going to offer
some amendments to this bill to end
funding for combat operations in Af-
ghanistan and to provide, though, fund-
ing for the protection and the safe and
orderly withdrawal of our young men
and women as quickly as possible. I
urge Members to support this amend-
ment.

I will also be offering an amendment
to transfer the $5 billion Pentagon war
slush fund to a deficit reduction.

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. DICKS. I yield the gentlewoman
2 additional minutes.

Ms. LEE. I want to explain these
amendments today during general de-
bate, so I appreciate the time because 1
think this is important for the public
to know that there is a $5 billion Pen-
tagon war slush fund just sitting over
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there. So I want to offer an amendment
to take that war slush fund, $5 billion,
and apply it to deficit reduction.

Especially in this time of deficits and
a struggling economy, I hope we can all
agree that we should not be handing
the Pentagon a $5 billion blank check
for a war slush fund that has little ac-
countability and runs counter to our
constitutional duty to control the
purse strings through this Congress.

We also cannot forget about the
45,000 troops in Iraq. I will be offering
an amendment to ensure that all of
them are brought home at the end of
the year as agreed to in our Status of
Forces Agreement. My friend and col-
league from Illinois, Congresswoman
JAN SCHAKOWSKY, and myself will offer
an amendment to simply require the
Department of Defense to provide
audit-ready financial statements.
That’s a pretty simple request, I would
think. Now, this $648 billion budget is
$17 billion above last year’s budget. It
could be cut at least by $75 billion to
$100 billion without, mind you, jeopard-
izing our troops or our national secu-
rity.

As the daughter of a military vet-
eran, let me just say that I support
each and every dollar in this budget for
our troops because they deserve our
support for their safety and their pro-
tection and their economic security;
but we should be cutting waste, fraud
and abuse out of the Pentagon. And we
should begin to cut these Cold War-era
weapon systems that have no mission,
no reason to be developed in this new
world of terrorism when we see our-
selves faced with asymmetrical war-
fare. It just doesn’t make any sense. So
$648 billion is too much; it’s much too
much. We can ensure our national se-
curity, protect our troops, and reinvest
some of these dollars to create jobs at
home with a rational defense budget.

We will never pay down our debt as
long as the military budget continues
to soar.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to a very distin-
guished senior member of the Defense
Appropriations Committee and also
chairman of the Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Water, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to associate myself
with your remarks and those of the
ranking member. This is a good bipar-
tisan bill carved out of an allocation
that I would have preferred be higher;
but we, too, on this subcommittee
must do our part to lower the Federal
deficit.

This bill deserves our strong support
because, as the chairman said, and oth-
ers, it has an important pay raise in
there for all of our troops who are vol-
unteering. It also provides more first-
class medical care for those that are
injured. It provides more money for
ships, 10 new ships—two of them being
Virginia class submarines—additional
money for fighter aircraft, which are
badly needed, and as was mentioned
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earlier, $1.5 billion for the National
Guard equipment for both overseas and
home State missions. Remarkably, this
money was not requested by the ad-
ministration.

I also want to take a minute to re-
flect on the collective bipartisan frus-
tration many are feeling with the ad-
ministration’s handling of the Libyan
operation, another of what we might
call ‘‘overseas contingency oper-
ations.” We will debate the nature of
our national interest on Libya tomor-
row as we consider measures that go to
the heart of Congress’ constitutional
role to declare war.

But here this evening this committee
is in the process of developing an in-
credible spending program for fiscal
year beginning in October. I under-
stand there are no funds designated for
Libyan operations in this bill. How-
ever, in reality, this Libyan mission,
whether NATO-led or not, is heavily
dependent on U.S. assets, and these as-
sets must be accounted for by our com-
mittee.

We are all aware that our chairman,
Mr. YOUNG—and he referred to it in his
remarks—since April 1 sought informa-
tion from the administration about,
first, the nature of the mission in
Libya; two, the cost of the mission;
three, the length of the mission; and,
four, any anticipated changes to the
mission. We are also aware that the
President finally responded with his
June 15 letter to Congress in which he
reports that the Department of Defense
has spent over $750 million over the
last 3 months, $10 million a day in
Libya. Mr. Chairman, the President
errs when he fails to provide this com-
mittee with accurate, timely, and pre-
cise information about any mission.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I support
this mark, I support this bill, and I
thank the chairman and the ranking
member and the committee staff for
the great work they’ve done.

Mr. DICKS. I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to a very impor-
tant member of the Defense Sub-
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly rise in strong support of this fis-
cal year 2012 Defense appropriation
bill. I want to particularly thank
Chairman YOUNG and Ranking Member
DIcKS and their staffs for a fantastic
job. Thank you very much for your
hard work and a great bill.

This bill is a great example, when it
comes to our national defense, that we
work together as Americans, not as
Democrats, not as Republicans, but as
Americans. At a time that we’re in a
number of conflicts around the world,
it’s important that we show that we
stand united in support of our troops
and against our enemies.

There was a point made about what’s
the longest war. I would say the long-
est war in American history is the Cold
War. We were in that war for well over
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40 years, and we’re at war today
against terrorism and radical elements
out there that are trying to kill us and
to maim us and to harm our national
interests.

This is a long-term commitment, and
I certainly congratulate this com-
mittee for doing the job that’s nec-
essary.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
fiscal year 2012 Defense Appropriations bill.
Chairman YOUNG, Ranking Member DicKs and
the staff on both sides have worked together
to produce a very good bill that supports our
warfighters, plans for the future, and funds
current operations in Afghanistan and lIraq,
while also taking into account the fiscal re-
straints of the current economy.

| think every Member would agree that our
troops deserve the absolute best we can give
and this bill reflects that they are our top pri-
ority by providing a 1.6 percent pay increase.
The bill also provides for important health re-
search—from traumatic brain injury to psycho-
logical treatment—in order to help troops tran-
sition from battle to home.

The defense funding bill also ensures our
military has the necessary equipment to suc-
ceed not only in the present, but in the future
as well. The bill replaces the C-17 that went
down in Alaska last summer, provides for the
procurement of 32 Joint Strike Fighter aircraft,
funds the building of 10 Navy ships, and pro-
vides for the purchase of 48 Reaper UAVs.

Finally the bill accounts for the current oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan, ending the bad
habit of “emergency” funding bills that were
rarely subjected to regular order and often
loaded up with non-emergency items. The bill
is $9 bilion less than the President’s re-
quest—a reflection of our times and the real-
ization that no department in the Federal Gov-
ernment is exempt from budget cuts.

Again, | rise in strong support of the FY12
Defense Appropriations bill. | commend Chair-
man YOUNG and Ranking Member Dicks for
their hard work and urge my colleagues to
vote in support of the bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to another very
important member of the Defense ap-
propriations subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COLE).
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Mr. COLE. Thank you for yielding,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the fiscal 2012 Defense Appropria-
tions Act and urge all Members to ex-
tend their support as well. This is a
fine bill that the committee worked on
in an open fashion, and it includes
input from both sides of the aisle.
Thanks to Chairman YOUNG and Rank-
ing Member DICKS, it is a strong, bipar-
tisan bill that will do much good for
the defense of our country.

Mr. Chairman, we will have many
spirited debates on amendments during
the course of the consideration of this
legislation, and that is a good thing.
But, rest assured, at the end of the day
this legislation is and will remain a
very good product.

The spending levels in the bill do not
exceed the 302(b) allocations adopted
by the Appropriations Committee,
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which are within the overall spending
level approved by the House budget res-
olution.

The bill itself includes $530 billion for
the normal operations of the Depart-
ment and $118.7 billion for the conduct
of the global war on terror. It includes
a 1.6 percent pay raise for the troops. It
has $453 million for the procurement of
additional updated Abrams tanks, and
it has $2.7 billion for the continued de-
velopment of the F-35 Joint Strike
Fighter, a weapons system that is crit-
ical to maintaining air superiority for
the United States Air Force.

Additionally, the bill will withhold 75
percent of the funding for the Pakistan
Counterinsurgency Capability Fund
until the Secretary of Defense provides
lawmakers with a report detailing the
strategy and metrics for the use of
those funds. The committee also adopt-
ed an amendment that would provide $1
million for the creation of a bipartisan
commission to make policy rec-
ommendations on Afghanistan and
Pakistan.

Mr. Chairman, this is a strong piece
of legislation, one that I fully believe
we should support, and I would ask all
Members to do so.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would like
to advise the Chair that I have no fur-
ther speakers. I do have a brief closing
statement after Mr. DICKS, when he is
prepared to close.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I would like to again thank the
chairman for his great work and the
work of the staff.

The President did lay out the ration-
ale for why we got involved in Libya.
He said that we were there to help pro-
tect the Libyan people. There were two
resolutions adopted by the United Na-
tions. And it wasn’t just the United Na-
tions. You had the Arab League and
NATO involved in this. And, yes, I
think the President would have been
better advised to have asked for au-
thorization, but this was a situation
where the Libyan people were going to
be slaughtered and the President felt
that he had to act.

Some of us just got back from a trip.
We saw the men and women who han-
dle the equipment, who fly in there, do
the jamming, all the different things
that are done. They have done a phe-
nomenal job. And now the President
has turned the leadership of this over
to NATO and they are taking the lead,
though the gentleman from New Jersey
is quite correct; they cannot do all
these things without tankers, without
other things, some of the special intel-
ligence and reconnaissance that we
have that just isn’t out there for any-
body else.

So I hope that tomorrow’s debate
will be on the merits. Let’s look at this
thing; let’s talk about it. I think this
will be a worthwhile discussion. But re-
member, there was going to be a no-fly
zone, an embargo. We were going to
protect the people. I think the Presi-
dent laid out exactly what this was
about.
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We have to look at this in terms of
Egypt and the other countries in the
area. Thousands and thousands of peo-
ple are fleeing from Libya, and this is
going to cause a major problem in the
countries that surround Libya.

Ronald Reagan attacked Libya. I
think he called Qadhafi a ‘“‘mad dog,”
and I don’t remember him coming to
Congress before he let the bombers go
in there and attack him.

So I am one who is very restrained at
the use of force, but in this case I think
the President had to act, and he had
the United Nations, the Arab League,
NATO, he had the French and the Brit-
ish demanding action.

I think we have to look at the result
here, too. I think right now the rebels
have a very good chance of succeeding,
and I hope they can do it in a timely
way. We would all like to see this over
as quickly as possible. But remember
Kosovo. That took a significant
amount of time before that worked
out. There were a lot of critics, a lot of
critics of President Clinton when he
did that, but in the end it turned out
very well for everyone. In Libya, I
think Qadhafi should be replaced. I
wish we were more candid about that,
and the President has said that.

So I hope we look at this fairly and
realize the damage that would be done
to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion if the United States all of a sudden
pulled all of its forces out of this. They
would not be able to continue. This
would be a worldwide embarrassment
to the United States of America, to our
great country and to our military.

I think we have to look at all of the
ramifications of this issue. This is a se-
rious matter and should not be politi-
cized. Senator Jackson from my State
used to say, when it comes to national
defense, the best politics is no politics.
Call it on the merits and do it in the
best interests of our country and in the
best interests of people serving our
military.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Again, I want to thank Mr. DICKS for
being such a good partner and working
in a bipartisan way to guarantee that
we did the best we could with the
money we had available to provide for
the national defense. I would say again,
we have not had any impact adversely
on any of our troops and we have not
adversely affected the readiness of our
country, while we have taken some of
those slush funds and some of those
wasteful funds, we did take some of
those, in order to achieve the $9 billion
in savings that we were required to
achieve.

The bill is lengthy. As you can hear
from the various speakers, there are
many, many, many parts of this bill.
The specific details of the bill have
been available for over 2 weeks so that
Members have had every opportunity
to study the bill.

In order to get where we are, it took
a lot of work, because, number one, we
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had to finish last year’s bill. That was
no fault of Mr. DicKks. He worked hard
as chairman last year to produce an-
other very good bipartisan bill, cooper-
ating totally with us on the minority
side, the minority at that time. But we
didn’t get that bill to the floor. I wish
that we had, but it didn’t quite make
it.

So this year we finished the work for
FY 2011, and now this is the bill for FY
2012. Again, it is a strong, bipartisan,
no-politics good defense bill. But in
order to get to this point, to get where
we are, required tremendous dedication
on the part of all of the members of the
subcommittee, as well and very specifi-
cally as well as the staff. The profes-
sional staff of our Defense Sub-
committee is very, very special and
works extremely hard. I would like to
call attention to that staff.

On the minority side, Paul Juola,
who also worked on the majority side
at one point, and Becky Leggieri. On
the majority staff, Brooke Boyer, Wal-
ter Hearne, Jennifer Miller, Tim
Prince, Adrienne Ramsay, Ann Reese,
Megan Rosenbusch, Paul Terry, B.G.
Wright, Sherry Young, and the chief of
staff, Tom McLemore.

They have done a tremendous job. I
know that oftentimes when the House
finished its business and Members
would retire to their respective homes,
staff stayed and they did the analysis
that had to be done to achieve the sav-
ings that we achieved, but also to
make sure that we accomplished what
had to be accomplished to provide for
our troops, to provide for their welfare,
to provide for the readiness of the
Nation.
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I said in my opening remarks there
were other items, other things, other
parts of this bill that I would like to
have increased. I would like to have
been able to increase the pay raise that
goes to our military. The money just
wasn’t there. But we did insist on fund-
ing the full 1.6 percent, which doesn’t
sound like a lot. At least it’s not a re-
duction.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill.
We’re not going to vote on this bill to-
night. We will read this bill—it’s my
understanding now from leadership—
for amendment under the 5-minute rule
the week after next and we’ll be pre-
pared to, again, in a bipartisan way,
deal with any issues that might come
up at that time.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
GRIFFITH of Virginia) having assumed
the chair, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Chair of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
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sideration the bill (H.R. 2219) making
appropriations for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2012, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

———

TEXAS TORT REFORM

(Mr. OLSON asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, our Na-
tion’s medical liability system is bro-
ken. It has put limits on patient access
to health care and has increased costs.
But since 2003, my home State of Texas
has been a leader on medical liability
reform. As a result of tort reform, from
2003 to 2009, Texas has seen an increase
of roughly 60 percent in new physician
licensure applications. And since 2003,
Texas had 21,640 new physicians 1li-
censed. That means more doctors to
treat patients—especially in rural
areas with limited access to health
care. All major physician liability car-
riers in Texas have cut their rates, giv-
ing Texas doctors affordable premiums
and allowing them to focus on quality
of care.

Texas is a model for tort reform for
the Nation. I urge the Congress to
adopt a similar policy to increase pa-
tient access to care and save our Na-
tion billions in defensive medicine
costs.

————
HANDS OFF MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary b, 2011, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TONKO) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. TONKO. This evening I will be
joined by my colleague from Cali-
fornia, Representative GARAMENDI. He
and I will discuss for this next hour the
issue that deals with a program that is
tremendously popular in this country,
that deals with our senior population
as they have the resources through a
program dubbed ‘‘Medicare’” that en-
ables them to enjoy with dignity their
senior years and to be able to have the
security of knowing that there is af-
fordability and accessibility for their
health care needs. Obviously, as our
senior population continues to grow
and the longevity curve continues to
climb upward, our senior population
has reminded us that their dignity and
their quality of life has been addressed
in a very strong way as the calculated
curve for life expectancy continues to
mount, which is a positive force in the
lives of all Americans.

The efforts that we see afloat in this
House at this Capitol range across a
number of cuts and reforms that people
are proposing for the future budget for
this country. There is this Ryan Road-
map which has been developed and
dubbed the ‘“‘path to prosperity’ by the
author and by the Republican majority
in the House. However, many of us
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have seen it for its true value and its
attempts to end Medicare, so much so
that we have dubbed it the ‘‘road to
ruin,” a situation that would undo a
Medicare program, and it is why signs
such as this next to me here would
greet many of us when we arrive in our
district for district work period or on
weekends as we break from session
here in the House of Representatives:
“Hands off my Medicare.” It’s very
bold, it’s very straightforward, and it’s
very understood. The message is real,
and it has reached us because it talks
about an attempt here to end Medicare
in this House. It would force seniors to
find their own insurance in the private
market. They would be asked to shop
with a coupon in hand. The money that
the government would kick in for cov-
erage, part of that coupon would not
nearly Kkeep pace with the actual
costs—the costs that seniors would be
forced to pay.

Of course, as 32 cents—which has
been the on-average expectation of the
coupon—for every $1 of premium costs
would be the outcome, that means that
the risk would shift from our senior
population to have them dig into their
pockets, and the risk would be removed
from government and placed in the
hands of seniors. It would take away
what is a stable, dependable system
and put a profit-driven insurance arena
of companies in charge of rationing
care for our seniors.

This is a very unacceptable outcome,
Representative GARAMENDI, and I'm
glad that you have joined us this
evening in this Special Order, where
we’ll focus on the Ryan Roadmap and
what it really means, what it cal-
culates to do, and the impact it has on
so0 many elements of the population
out there. And thank you, Representa-
tive GARAMENDI, for joining us this
evening as we talk about this attempt
to end Medicare and shift the risk from
government to seniors.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Representative
TONKO, thank you so very much for the
opportunity to join you this evening on
this critical issue. We often call this
the Ryan Roadmap, but it really is the
Republican budget proposal. It’s not
only the chairman of the budget com-
mittee that put this out, but every Re-
publican in this House voted for it. So
they really have adopted this as their
roadmap, as their solution to the prob-
lems that face this Nation.
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You spoke very eloquently about the
way in which this proposal would
change who pays and how it’s going to
be paid for. It shifts the burden away
from all of us. It shifts the burden onto
individual seniors.

One of the things that I found very
interesting was: How much does it cost
an individual senior?

Now, recognize that those who are
seniors today also suffer. It’s not just
those who will become seniors but
those who are seniors today, and I'll
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come back to that during this discus-
sion because that’s a very, very impor-
tant part. Our Republican friends have
often said this doesn’t affect anyone on
Medicare. Well, the Medicare portion
doesn’t, but the Medicaid does because
it does cut Medicaid. We’ll come back
to that. What I want to focus on is the
shift of responsibility here and what
it’s going to cost an individual.

If you are not yet 55, then you’re
going to be in a system that is not
Medicare. As you say, it’s a voucher
program. It’s a program in which the
government will give you a voucher, a
ticket, and say, ‘“Go buy your insur-
ance.”” What’s going to make up the
balance? The individual is going to
make up the balance, and this little
chart lays it out pretty clearly.

If you’re 55, then you’d better start
finding $182,000 right now because,
when you become 65 and go on the non-
Medicare program, you're going to
have to come up with $182,000 in order
to be able to buy the insurance that
you need. Similarly, if you’re 50, you’re
going to have to have $231,900 in order
to be able to purchase the private in-
surance coverage. It goes on. If you're
40, you’ll need $343,800. So you’ve got to
put that money away because, when
you become 65 and the Medicare is not
there for you, you’ll be having to make
up the difference.

The bottom line on all of this is—I
love this one. I think you’ll recognize
it, Mr. ToNKO. We used this some time
ago. It’s the tombstone. ‘‘Medicare,
1965-2011, Created by LBJ, Destroyed
by GOP?”’

They are destroying Medicare.

Medicare is a program that has been
around since 1965. It guarantees that
every individual in America who has
turned 65 will have this health insur-
ance policy—a policy that guarantees
them benefits, doctors’ visits, hospital
visits, and under the new Affordable
Health Care Act, an expansion of serv-
ices, a whole series of preventative
services available without cost to sen-
iors. It actually saves us money. It’s
very, very interesting that if you spend
money up front for prevention, as we
do in the Affordable Health Care Act,
which, incidentally, every Republican
voted against and voted to repeal, that
benefit that goes to seniors free saves
taxpayers money and Kkeeps seniors
healthy.

Mr. TONKO. You point out the line in
the sand drawn for 55 and over and 55
and under and that there is a different
treatment. People would try to sug-
gest, if you're 65, say, and you’re quali-
fying for Medicare, if you go forward,
the folks below 55 will never join the
system, and that will cause fluctua-
tions in the crowd that’s 65 and over
today. As that happens, as they grow
older and as the life expectancy keeps
strengthening and going north, not
south, there is no replenishing of the
younger eligible Medicare community.
As you climb the age chart, the cor-
relation with health care and your
need for services rises. So the younger
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element within the Medicare eligible
community was, I think, providing sta-
bility in the fund. I think it disrupts
even the actuarial outcome of that uni-
verse as you no longer allow the entry
of new populations with time.

Mr. GARAMENDI. That’s absolutely
true.

I was the insurance commissioner in
California for 8 years. Actually, that’s
the way insurance works. It’s a large
pool, all of whom share the risk. If
your risk pool, as you just described it,
becomes older and older——

Mr. TONKO. With no younger seniors
coming in.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Exactly.

Suddenly, you’ve got a very, very ex-
pensive pool.

Mr. TONKO. Right.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Now, on the other
hand, the very same thing occurs on
the private insurance side.

On the private insurance side, we’re
going to see in the Republican budget
plan, the Ryan plan, a whole popu-
lation of people who have become 65
who are no longer eligible for Medi-
care. Now they’re going into the insur-
ance sector, the private insurance sec-
tor.

Mr. TONKO. A community for whom
we have not done insurance writing.
The actuarial science has not been ap-
plied. We’ve had 45 years of reprieve.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Exactly. So will
the insurance companies want to see
those people? No, they won’t because
those people are now 65. They're at an
age where they’re going to have higher
medical expenses.

You’re asking the private insurance
companies to take this whole new pop-
ulation of older, more expensive people
into their private insurance companies,
into that pool, the result of which is
that private insurance company’s pool
will become more expensive. They
know those people who are now 65 in
the private insurance pool are going to
get ill, that they’re going to be more
expensive, and so their doors are going
to be subtly slammed shut. As to the
availability, while presumably guaran-
teed by law, advertising won’t be there,
and the insurance agents won’t be
there to serve that population, and
there is going to be all kinds of not-so-
subtle discrimination, making it not
only expensive for the individual but
difficult to get quality insurance. In
fact, there is no guarantee about the
benefits in the Republican proposal.

Mr. TONKO. Right. If you’ll suffer an
interruption here and allow me to just
share what, I think, both of us have
talked about, people at home, because
this is such a drastic proposal, can’t
believe that it’s a real proposal. We
have to remind people it is very much
alive and it has legs, so much so today
that the majority leader of the House,
who was at the Vice President BIDEN
table for negotiations on the debt ceil-
ing bill today, walked, along with a Re-
publican Senator spokesperson for that
House, for their conference, the Repub-
lican Conference. They dropped out of
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the talks today simply because they
want certain revenues at that negoti-
ating table to be exempt, or certain
proposals.

So we’re saying, look, this has to be
a bipartisan approach that has a tender
balance here: that you cannot drop out
of that balance certain impacts to the
economy, like $800 billion worth, which
is the price tag for the wealthy in this
country, where they want that dollar
amount to be absolutely cast in stone.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Let me see if I un-
derstand.

What you’re saying is that, in the ne-
gotiations, the Republicans are saying
they are willing to cut services to sen-
iors—Medicare. We also know that
there is a proposal by Mr. SESSIONS, a
Republican, to terminate Social Secu-
rity. So they want to reduce the bene-
fits to seniors or even the availability
of the programs to seniors, but they
don’t want any new taxes on the super
wealthy.

Mr. TONKO. Exactly.

We’re saying as Democrats in the
House and as Democrats on the Hill
what must be on the table. We need to
have on the table discussions about oil
breaks, which trace their roots over a
hundred years’ worth of policy deci-
sions. Tax breaks for the wealthiest 2
percent of Americans must be on the
table. These are the important things.
Big 0il profits, which are historically
the largest, are the reason, in order to
afford those sorts of handouts and
wealthy tax cuts, they need to carve
into a program like Medicare. It’s in
order to make it all balance. So we’re
saying no, no, no, that these things
must be on the table.

Mr. GARAMENDI. All that we do
here is make choices. All of these laws
are choices about solving this inter-
national problem. Do we want to solve
it this way or that way? It’s about
choices. This issue of how we’re going
to deal with the budget and the budget
deficit is about choices.

The Republicans have made a very
clear choice. They are deciding that
their choice is to reduce the benefits to
seniors—Medicare, Medicaid benefits,
an almost $900 billion cut in the Medi-
care program that provides support for
seniors who are in nursing homes—and
to terminate Medicare so that you’re
forced into a private insurance market.
That’s the choice that they’ve made
rather than to go and get our money
back from Big Oil.
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Choices, they have refused both here
on the floor, refused to take back the
subsidies that were given to the big oil
companies, I suppose arguing that
somehow these oil companies are hurt-
ing, that they’re not profitable. Well,
not so.

Just take a look here just this last
year. ExxonMobil saw a 69 percent in-
crease in their profits, $10.7 billion
profit; Oxy, 46 percent, $1.6 billion;
Conoco, 43 percent increase, $2.1 bil-
lion; Chevron, 36 percent, $6.2 billion;
BP, 16 percent increase, $7.2 billion.



June 23, 2011

Oh, by the way, you know who’s bil-
lion dollars those are? Those are the
folks that buy gasoline and diesel at
the pumps. That’s money right out of
the pockets of consumers, and, in addi-
tion, they get billions of dollars of our
tax money that you and I pay in addi-
tion to the gasoline tax. They get that
for additional profit.

It is wrong. It’s about choices. The
Republicans have made a very clear
choice here: take away from the sen-
iors, take away their Medicare, and
make sure that the oil companies con-
tinue to receive their subsidies.

Mr. TONKO. You know, you talk
about choices, and the choices are do
we continue Medicare—and obviously
the Democrats in the House want to
improve, they want to strengthen
Medicare, not deny it, not end it—
make it more stable, make it an even
stronger program. There’s a choice.
Their choice would be to have tax ear-
marks for what sort of things? For cor-
porate jets, for golf bags, for snow
globes. These are the choices. And be-
yond choice, there are contrasts.

Now, this chart here somewhat incor-
porates what you’re talking about
there with Big Oil. We have $131 billion
that is given away yearly to Big Oil
and millionaires, handouts, tax cuts.

Mr. GARAMENDI. How much?

Mr. TONKO. $131 billion.

Mr. GARAMENDI. A year?

Mr. TONKO. Yes. Contrasted with the
$165 billion that are yearly cuts to
Medicare. So it’s almost an equal swap.
And we see that you need to end Medi-
care in order to provide for the wealthy
tax cuts for millionaires and billion-
aires and handouts, mindless handouts
to o0il companies sitting on historic
record profits. This year alone, in the
first quarter, we’re at about $36 billion
in profits.

So why, if we’d done just this mind-
lessly for nearly a century’s worth,
why would we continue that and put at
risk a program that will be celebrating
its 45th anniversary in a few days? Why
would we do that when the quality of
life for the many, many, the many in
the masses of Medicare eligibility are
being put at risk for the far fewer who
are going to get the millionaire, bil-
lionaire tax cuts and the oil handouts?

Mr. GARAMENDI. It’s about choices.
It’s about where do you stand. Do you
stand with the seniors and Medicare
and the continuation of Medicare and
the benefits that they need literally to
survive or do you stand with the Big
0Oil companies? It’s very, very clear.

Just look at the way the votes come
down here on this House floor. Over the
last 5 months, we've seen vote after
vote after vote where the Democrats
have suggested that we eliminate these
subsidies, all of them, the subsidy to
Big Oil, that we install the higher in-
come tax for the superwealthy. We're
not talking about the working stiff out
there in the plant. We’re talking about
the superwealthy, those that have an
adjusted gross income—that’s after all
of the deductions—of over $250,000.
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Take it to a million. But just raise
their tax rate on that upper income
above $250,000 3 percent, not talking
about a huge increase, a 3 percent in-
crease, and yet our Republican friends
say, oh, no, we can’t do that. We have
to whack the elderly. We’ve got to go
after the elderly. We’'ve got to take
away their Medicare benefits.

This is unconscionable. It is terrible
economic policy. It is unconscionable
that anyone would make such a
choice—give the wealthy more; take it
away from the seniors. What would
lead a person to do that?

Mr. TONKO. Not only do they talk
about these choices over and above the
senior community, but they’ve made it
clear that their negotiations at the
table begin and end with this destruc-
tion of Medicare while protecting sub-
sidies for Big Oil and to include the tax
breaks for millionaires. That, you
know, is very clear. That is the direc-
tive. That is part of a line drawn in the
sand on negotiations, which makes it
very difficult, because what it tells us
is that they’re willing to put at risk
the full faith and credit of these United
States on the line.

And we know we have just struggled
to crawl out of a situation, a recession
that’s found 8.2 million jobs lost in
America. We’re just climbing that hill
to recovery, and they’re willing to put
the full faith and credit of the United
States at risk and perhaps, most like-
ly, cause a new economic calamity.

Mr. GARAMENDI. We often talk
about this, and what you’re referring
to is the deficit reduction negotiations
that are going on between the Vice
President and the leadership of the
House and the Senate, and that’s good.
Negotiations have to take place. But in
the negotiation, it’s very clear where
the two parties come down. You’ve de-
scribed it so very, very well that in
those negotiations, it appears as
though our Republican colleagues are
willing to put the full faith and credit
of the United States—this is our wor-
thiness, our financial worthiness as a
Nation—on the line so that they can
cut benefits to seniors, so that they
can cut programs that provide food for
pregnant women and children, so that
they can make cuts in the school lunch
programs, so that they can make cuts
in the infrastructure, in the education
programs that keep this country mov-
ing forward, in exchange for no taxes
on the wealthy. They’re willing to put
this entire Nation’s financial strength
at risk so that they can reward the
superwealthy in this country.

Mr. TONKO. And if someone could at
least rationalize the benefit of that
program, if they could at least quan-
tify good, societal good that comes
with that sort of thinking. In recent
history, twice over in recent history
we’ve witnessed that relief, that that
top income strata has not caused and
inspired a trickle down that produced
jobs, that enabled people to see invest-
ments made in an economic recovery.
In fact, the reverse was true. We saw
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what happened. They reduced these
taxes for millionaires and billionaires,
8.2 million jobs lost, and the American
economy brought to its knees, when in
fact, now, the people have said, look,
our top priority is jobs. We heard it.
All of us that serve in this wonderful
Chamber heard it in the last election of
November of 2010. It couldn’t have reso-
nated more boldly, more clearly. It’s
about jobs. It’s about growing the
economy.

Stop shrinking the middle class.
Start growing the economy. That was
the directive, and so what they wanted
was to make certain that we would
allow for dignity to continue, that
health care costs would be contained.
As we did the reforms to health care,
we included improvements for Medi-
care. They wanted that Medicare pro-
gram to continue. And when you listen
to the American public out there—and
we’ll talk about this in a minute—the
polling, most recent, today that was
released indicates there is strong sup-
port for continuing Medicare. They
support strengthening Medicare, and
they have denounced this attempt to
bring an end to Medicare. They are
angry about it, not just for their gen-
eration. And I'm saying ‘‘they’’ as sen-
iors. They are concerned because they
want their children and grandchildren
to enjoy that same order of security
that has served them so well with their
health care needs.

Mr. GARAMENDI. How well you’ve
said it, Representative TONKO. The
choices are very, very clear. We do
have a deficit problem, and you and I
should spend some time talking about
how we got into that in the first place
and how we can get out of it.

But to put this Nation’s financial
strength on the table and say, as Re-
publicans are, they are willing to let
this Nation go into default on its obli-
gations, first time ever, and if that
were to happen, it would kick off an-
other financial crisis around the world
because the rest of the world depends
upon the willingness of the TUnited
States to pay its debts, because that’s
the security in the banks around the
world.
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And if the United States isn’t willing
to do that, suddenly, this Nation’s
going to be in deep trouble, and the
world economy along with it. And
guess what? It’s going to cost us a lot
of money because the interest rates
will go up. If the United States isn’t
trustworthy, it’s risky; therefore, you
have to pay higher interest.

So we need to understand that this is
a default crisis. It’s not the debt ceil-
ing. It is a default crisis that we’re fac-
ing. And to use it as a lever to harm
seniors is unconscionable. But yet
that’s what they’re doing as they con-
tinue to call for cuts in Medicare and
the Medicare program. We shouldn’t let
it happen.

We do have—well, before we go there,
I keep coming back to this. In 1965, the
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United States decided that we were
going to end poverty among the sen-
iors. The seniors were the most impov-
erished part of the American popu-
lation. And added to the Social Secu-
rity program was a health insurance
program called Medicare, an extraor-
dinary expression of the American
compassion, an extraordinary expres-
sion of the American desire to take
care of their parents and to provide the
necessary health care services. Here we
are in 2011 with a proposal by the Re-
publican Party to terminate Medicare.
How can it be? How could we have
come to this? And to say that it’s the
deficit that’s causing this to happen is,
I think, wrong.

Before we turn to the deficit, I just
think that we—you and I have talked
about this, Representative TONKO, and
we should cover it. We’ve talked about
it a little bit. We know that the cost of
Medicare is going up. And it is some-
thing that is of concern to you and me
and, I think, to everybody in this Na-
tion. But Medicare costs go up along
with the total inflation in health care.
It’s the whole health care system that
goes up, and Medicare rides along in
that inflation. It is not the cause of the
inflation. There are many other causes
of the inflation in health care.

In order to deal with the cost to
Medicare, you don’t destroy Medicare
and throw Medicare into the insurance
market. What you have to do is to con-
trol the underlying costs of health
care. There are some things that you
can actually do in Medicare.

For example, Medicare part D, which
is the pharmaceutical portion of Medi-
care, passed by the Republican Con-
gress in 2003 without any way to pay
for it, all borrowed money. Well, okay.
So much for the Republicans’ desire to
pay as you go. But it was all borrowed
money. And into the law the Repub-
licans wrote a provision that prohib-
ited the Federal Government from ne-
gotiating drug prices. The Federal Gov-
ernment is a price taker. Whatever the
drug companies want to charge, the
Federal Government has to pay. We
could save tens, hundreds of billions of
dollars over 10 years by simply allow-
ing the Federal Government to nego-
tiate the prices of drugs for seniors.

Mr. TONKO. And you know, you are
so right. That preclusion that came in
that measure was an outright avoid-
ance of providing a benefit to the sen-
ior community. I know the number be-
cause we talked about it today in an-
other session. It’s $156 billion that
could be saved over that 10-year
stretch just by bulk purchasing the
pharmaceutical needs for the Medicare
program.

Mr. GARAMENDI. But the Repub-
licans wouldn’t allow it.

Mr. TONKO. Exactly.

And it’s not just a savings to the gov-
ernment, but it’s also a savings of $27
billion to individual seniors. So right
there is an opportunity to provide for
stability and to rein in costs within the
Medicare program. But it takes the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

sort of compassion and the determina-
tion and the outright leadership to
make certain that we make it stronger.
What they’ve said today—I was in a
hearing on the Budget Committee—is
that, well, look, the way we’re going to
do this is sharpen the pencil. There is
going to be this competition, and ev-
eryone’s going to fight to serve the
senior citizen for her or his health care
needs. With the market taking over,
they’re going to drive down the costs
and provide the benefits.

Since Medicare was initiated, the pri-
vate sector premium costs have risen
by 5,000 percent. Medicare is far below
that curve. There isn’t that marketing
program. There isn’t that administra-
tive overcharge that really has driven
these prices to go out of sight. And
what we have here is an attempt to put
the insurance company into the driv-
er’s seat.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, as the insur-
ance commissioner in California for 8
years, let me just pick that issue up.

The insurance companies are extraor-
dinarily inefficient compared to Medi-
care. I know that a lot of people think
that government is inefficient. It is not
the case in Medicare. Medicare collects
the money and distributes, pays the
bills for about 3 percent of the cost.
The private insurance companies are
about 30 percent.

Now, on the other end, you’ve got the
cost of administration. It may be an-
other 7, 8 percent administrative costs
for the doctors and hospitals for Medi-
care. But on the private insurance side,
because there are so many different
policies, so many different forms, so
many different coverages—this is cov-
ered, that’s not covered; this is ex-
empted; this is the copay for this and a
different copay for that—it is utter
chaos for the provider. So about 15 per-
cent of that 30 percent, about half of
that 30 percent is administrative costs
and commissions and sales and adver-
tising on the part of the insurance
companies, and the other 15 percent is
the administrative costs on the part of
the providers, the hospitals and doc-
tors.

It is absolutely the most inefficient
way to deliver medical services and to
pay for them. Medicare is one-half the
administrative cost both for the pro-
vider as well as for the collection and
the payment of the bills.

Mr. TONKO. And I think it’s prob-
ably what underlies the thinking of
Americans out there, because when
they were polled just recently with the
poll that was shared with people today,
there is overwhelming opposition to
the GOP plan to end Medicare. So
much so that in that effort by the GOP
to convert Medicare to a voucher sys-
tem, 57-plus percent said ‘‘no’” to that
idea. And when you look at inde-
pendent voters out there as a separate
bloc of measurement, it closes into 60
percent, at 58-point-some percent.

So people are saying overwhelmingly,
We do not want to convert this into a
voucher system, where you get 32 cents
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on every dollar that you need. And
they’re saying very clearly: Hands off
my Medicare. The message couldn’t be
clearer: Hands off my Medicare.

Mr. GARAMENDI. I want to pick up
one more issue. I know my Republican
friends over here are constantly say-
ing, oh, but in the Affordable Health
Care Act you took $500 billion out of
Medicare. Let’s understand what that’s
all about.

In 2003, in that program, the Medi-
care part D program, two programs
were actually put in place. One was the
drug benefit. Another is what is called
Medicare Advantage. This is the sup-
plemental program for Medicare. The
Medicare Advantage program, when it
was put in, to entice the insurance
companies, the private insurance com-
panies to participate, they were given a
16 percent bonus over and above their
cost. So for 8 years or 7 years, they en-
joyed a built-in additional profit of
some 16 percent, which——

Mr. TONKO. Just to get the concept
up and running.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Just to get it up
and going.

And they continued to receive that
additional 16 percent, additional profit,
guaranteed profit. When we did the Af-
fordable Health Care Act, we said, Wait
a minute. They don’t need that any
longer. The program is up. It’s going.
The advertising and everything else is
in place, the administrative system. So
we want to take back that additional
profit given to the insurance compa-
nies.

That’s where the $500 billion is over a
10-year period. That’s money that was
saved by creating an efficiency and,
once again, ending an unnecessary sup-
plement. It did not in any way, shape,
or form change any of the benefits that
seniors received in the Affordable
Health Care Act. There was a sentence.
It said, ‘“No benefit changes,’” period.

Mr. TONKO. Right.

And where we saw overpayment for
services provided, where there was un-
necessary profit accrued in certain
areas, we said enough is enough. The
taxpayers shouldn’t pay for adding to
the profit column beyond reason for
those private sector types that said
they can do it cheaper, which was the
claim. We can do it cheaper. Let us
have this Medicare Advantage model,
and we will show you how we can pro-
vide benefits. It didn’t require such
vast overpayment.
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Mr. GARAMENDI. No more subsidies.

Now that I'm on a roll, in that Af-
fordable Care Act, there was additional
money for the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, the IRS, specifically to go after
Medicare fraud. We know it’s a prob-
lem. In the previous years, the Repub-
lican budgets reduced the effort of the
Medicare program to go after fraud. So
we put money into the Affordable
Health Care Act to go after fraud.
Guess what happened when the Repub-
licans came to power. They eliminated
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the money that the IRS needed to add
additional agents to go after Medicare
fraud.

Mr. TONKO. Right.

Mr. GARAMENDI. What’s that all
about?

Mr. TONKO. In situations where we
found recently—and there was an arti-
cle in a major paper, The New York
Times, that reported that there were
CT chest scans done two times over at
many locations where they were recov-
ering those dollars through Medicare
and found that to cost some $25 million
worth of waste, of fraud in the system.
Now, that’s just one small example of
one small bit of opportunity and activ-
ity in the health care field.

Think of it. If you have the agents,
as you suggested, and if they are fund-
ed in a way that produces dollars of
savings simply by having the infra-
structure, the human infrastructure, to
go out and chase this fraud down, we
can then benefit. There are systems
here that we developed that have the
checks and balances, that have the
bells and whistles, that have the pre-
ventative element. Even the efforts
that we made in the Affordable Care
Act to not require copayments or
deductibles for any of the screenings
and the annual checkups for our sen-
iors—wonderful concepts to, again,
contain the costs of health care within
the Medicare model, which we thought
was a wonderful thing to do.

And you’re right, there’s no move
here. When you end Medicare and make
no adjustments and just hand it over to
the private sector and say, Keep on
your trend of being much more expen-
sive than Medicare and go out there
and sharpen the pencil, without
changes that they want to induce into
the program, nothing changes; but the
cost increases for the seniors.

Mr. GARAMENDI. So if you’re look-
ing at the deficit and dealing with the
deficit, you don’t have to destroy Medi-
care to save money. In fact, it will cost
us more money, not directly in taxes
but out of the individual pocket. No
doubt about it.

The other thing is that there are
many, many ways to bring down the
cost of health care. Many of those are
in the Affordable Care Act, which our
Republican friends want to repeal. And
let me just go through them:

There’s the end of the subsidies for
the insurance companies, which we just
talked about. There’s the money for
the IRS agents to go after fraud. There
is in the legislation a provision that
says that hospitals will not be paid for
reinfections. One of the most expensive
things in the hospital system is when a
patient gets an infection in a hospital
and comes back into the hospital.
These are very, very simple things
called ‘‘cleanliness’ and ‘‘hygiene’ at
the hospital to bring down the infec-
tion rate. And in the Affordable Care
Act, it said, no, no, if there’s a reinfec-
tion in the hospital, we’re not going to
pay you a second time around, forcing
the hospitals to keep it clean.
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Electronic medical records, elimi-
nated or attempted to be eliminated by
the Republicans. All of these things are
good for health. The preventative care.

Mr. TONKO. And the annual check-

ups. Don’t forget those. And just
undoing the requirement for copay-
ment or deductibles for those

screenings and annual checkups. There
was this compassionate, reasonable,
thoughtful approach to contain costs,
provide for the continuation of a pro-
gram that has grown immensely valu-
able in the lives and the fabric of our
senior community.

And you know what’s interesting
too? This ‘“‘hands off my Medicare’ is
not just resonating with today’s sen-
iors. In the recent poll that I just cited,
61 percent of those age 35, Representa-
tive GARAMENDI, and older and 63 per-
cent of those age 55 and older said they
would be worse off under this GOP
plan. Worse off. So the more people
check this out, all age groups—under
55, under 35, over 65—are all saying,
Hands off my Medicare. It’s no wonder
that the message has been resound-
ingly delivered throughout this coun-
try, no matter what region. You’re on
the west coast. I'm on the east coast.
We’re hearing it from coast to coast.

Mr. GARAMENDI. And everything in
between, Hands off my Medicare, Hands
off my children’s Medicare.

However, we’re saying that. The pub-
lic is saying that. Democrats say we
will not give an inch on Medicare. We
will control the cost within the total
health care system, but we will not
allow the destruction of Medicare.
Keep your hands off Medicare. The pub-
lic is saying that.

And what are our Republican friends
saying? They’re saying, Keep your
hands off Big Oil subsidies. Hello.
What’s that all about? They’re saying
don’t touch the subsidies, the billions
of dollars annually that the oil indus-
try gets, our tax dollars given to the
oil industry. Don’t touch that. Keep
your hands off those subsidies. But
they want to put their hands onto
Medicare and literally destroy Medi-
care.

Mr. TONKO. So you’re saying that—
to quote your dollar figure from ear-
lier—if you’re 54, 55 years old, save an-
other $182,000 to cover your health care
costs with the end to Medicare because
the system has to pay oil subsidies to
the historically profit-rich oil indus-

try.
So they’re saying, okay, garner up
those dollars, save somehow the

$182,000 additionally that you will re-
quire for your health care coverage be-
cause we have to give this mindless
handout to the oil companies. Or guess
what, $6,000 more out of your pocket
per year for your health care coverage
because we won’t have the dollars if
you don’t do that to pay the oil compa-
nies or to give the millionaires and bil-
lionaires their tax cut.

These are the priorities that need to
be addressed thoughtfully at a negoti-
ating table. And the ridiculousness of
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the empowerment of the most powerful
at the expense of the masses of those
who have received quality of care and
dignity addressing their golden years,
that has to be sacrificed just so that
this stubbornness of negotiation can
continue where you’re going to have
this Darwinistic outcome.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Representative
ToNKO, we do have a deficit problem.
We have to address that. We’ve talked
about ways that that can be done in
the health care sector without harming
Medicare. But one of the most impor-
tant things in addressing the deficit
problem is to put people back to work.

Americans want to work. They want
to earn a living. They want to have
enough money to pay for their home or
their rent and food and take care of
their children so their kids can go to
school. We need a jobs program. We
need a jobs program in America. We
need to be able to put people back to
work. We’re into almost the end of the
sixth month of this session. Not one
jobs bill put forward by the Republican
Party. Not one. They talk about cuts
in taxes as though that’s somehow
going to create jobs, and there’s abso-
lutely no evidence that it does.

Mr. TONKO. What does grow jobs is
strengthening purchasing power so
that as the middle class of America,
which is the engine that drives the
economy, has the available cash to pur-
chase things, to be out there and allow
for the upper strata to have their prod-
ucts sold, purchased, you’re going to
destroy purchasing power of many
households, senior households, those
who have to save $182,000 before they
qualify as seniors. That’s going to
drain this economy.

Mr. GARAMENDI. That’s money di-
rectly out of the pockets, and that’s
money that has to be set aside.

What I would like to take a few mo-
ments on, with your permission, is to
talk about a program that you and I
and our colleagues on the Democratic
side have been working on now for the
last, almost a year now, and we call it
Make It In America. It’s that great
American middle class, the heart and
soul of this country, the men and
women that went to work every day
and made something. They made cars.
They made jet airplanes. They made
engines. They were out in the fields.
They made the tractors. America was
the great manufacturing center of the
world. And in the last 20 to 30 years,
we’ve allowed that to dissipate.

We want it back, and we know we can
get it back. We have the ability in this
Nation to rebuild the manufacturing
base of America; and when we do, we
will rebuild the middle class of Amer-
ica. We call this Make It In America.
And it’s so important.

You come from an area that still is a
great manufacturing sector and was
once the greatest center of it.

Mr. TONKO. Absolutely. The 21st
Congressional District of New York, in
the capital region, Mohawk Valley of
upstate New York, hosts the original
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infrastructure of the Erie and Barge
Canals, the route that gave birth to a
necklace of communities called mill
towns that became the epicenters of in-
vention and innovation that inspired a
westward movement, that inspired an
industrial revolution.

O 1930

That pioneer spirit is the DNA of
America. Give us the opportunity to
invest in ideas, and we turn that into
manufacturing and we go forward.

But it begins and ends with a quality
workforce. And the cuts proposed in
Head Start, with a quarter of a million
children being denied Head Start op-
portunities, the huge cuts to title I
funding to get resources to our schools,
especially those in most difficult situa-
tions, would destroy the workforce of
the future. Without investment in edu-
cation, there is not a strong and vi-
brant workforce that can continue to
carry our strength as a Nation in this
global economy. So that is a start.

And then also, I have witnessed in
my region, where we’re the third-fast-
est growing hub in this Nation for
science and tech jobs, high tech jobs,
that when you start cutting away at
R&D, you’re going to destroy the op-
portunity that we have as we continue
to cluster with these science and tech-
related jobs.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Representative
TONKO, I come from the San Francisco
Bay area. We are the first great science
research technology. We’ll let you be
number 3. But we’re number 1.

Mr. TONKO. Not for long.

Mr. GARAMENDI. But the point here
is that our strategy of ‘“Make it in
America” includes a half a dozen dif-
ferent specific programs, one of which
you talked about, which is the edu-
cation system.

Why in the world, when we need, as
you just said, to build the ability of the
American worker to compete, smart,
capable, would we reduce the education
funding? But that’s precisely what our
Republican friends have done. They’ve
taken money out of the Pell Grants for
college, very significant, Head Start.
All of the Federal education programs
are being reduced by the Republicans
at a time when we have to build it. So
if we’re going to make it in America,
we need a well-educated work force.

This one up here we call trade. Lis-
ten, China’s cheating. China is cheat-
ing on their currency. And no matter
how creative, how competitive we are,
how hard our workers work, it’s vir-
tually impossible to compete against
China because of their currency cheat-
ing. The Democrats want to put on this
floor, send to the President a demand
that the United States take action,
against China on their currency issue
so that we could have a fair trade situ-
ation.

Mr. TONKO. Absolutely. The cur-
rency issue is epicenter to the solution
that’s required. Fair trade is what real-
ly allows us to compete effectively.
This imbalance that’s been able to con-
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tinue is very harmful to our economy,
to the workers of this country.

You know, the working families have
taken it on the chin. The middle class
of America needs that purchasing
power, that enhancement of purchasing
power. Then you see economic recov-
ery. Then you see people putting people
to work because, as that activity con-
tinues to grow and snowball, you will
require the investment in jobs in all,
from service sector on over to manu-
facturing on over to R&D. And where
you plant R&D as a center of inven-
tion, of ideas of innovation, there will
come to be next door to that planting
the manufacturing elements that will
allow our manufacturing sector to
prosper.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, R&D, re-
search and development. In the con-
tinuing resolutions pushed forward by
the Republican party and successfully
enacted and signed into law by their
intransigence to deal with any new rev-
enues, the research budgets of the
United States were significantly re-
duced at a time when we actually need
more research.

Research into energy. We know we
have an energy crisis. We know we
need to move to new energy sources.
And yet the Republican budget reduced
the energy research for this Nation.

Automotive research. We're just now
beginning to claw back and rebuild our
automotive industry, and so research
into batteries and new efficient auto-
mobiles—eliminated by the Repub-
licans. What are they thinking?

Mr. TONKO. And when you talk
about Dbattery manufacturing, ad-
vanced battery manufacturing taking
place in my district, you’re talking
about the linchpin. You’re talking
about that connector to all of the op-
portunities out there that transition us
into alternative technologies. It begins
and ends with that battery develop-
ment. And we have those opportuni-
ties. We’ve invested in those. We need
to continue to take that curve north-
ward so that you put the money down
that will grow jobs. That’s investing.

There is the rightful expectation that
there will be lucrative dividends from
that investment. And when you look at
the global race, this is much similar to
the global race on space in the early
sixties, when we got knocked on the
seat of our pants in the late fifties with
the Sputnik moment, and that woke us
up, and we involved ourselves, and we
embraced with great passion getting
that race done in winning style. And
we won it.

Today we have more competitors.
You’ve got China, Brazil, India, Ger-
many, Japan, all investing in a global
race on clean energy and innovation,
and we’re going to tie our hands behind
our back.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Take away the re-
source money and see what happens.
We lose the race.

We know we all get sick, right? Why
would you ever put forward a policy to
reduce research in medical services and
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the basic understanding of the human
gene, of understanding how we can
solve medical problems? Why would
anybody propose a reduction in the re-
search for medical care?

I don’t know. But they did. And they
succeeded in reducing the budget for
medical research.

So energy, medical research, auto-
motive, transportation research, they
reduce it in the budget and they expect
our economy to grow, to be competi-
tive? I don’t get it, but that’s what
they have done.

Mr. TONKO. There are quantifiable
benefits that come not just with job
creation, but with service delivery. If
you provide for this sort of basic re-
search, you’re providing for cures to
illnesses that have continued to haunt
the fabric and quality of life of individ-
uals. And if we can discover and un-
leash that potential, there is a quality
of life that’s addressed. There’s hope
that’s delivered to the doorsteps of
families across this country. And so it
goes well beyond job creation. But
you’re absolutely right. These are jobs
that are of high quality, that require,
again, the investment of America’s
know-how. They are opportunities for
intellectual capacity that we, as a Na-
tion, invest in higher ed, and this is
putting that higher ed product to
work.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Let’s take another
example. And this comes up on the en-
ergy policies of this Nation.

I think we all understand that the oil
industry has done rather well, and we
continue to subsidize the oil industry.
Efforts to eliminate those subsidies
and to shift those to the new green
technologies have been blocked by our
Republican friends.

Now, we do have money going to sub-
sidize, to provide incentives for the
clean energy industry, wind turbines
and solar photovoltaic systems. I have
a bill in, actually two bills, that say
that our tax money must be spent on
American-made equipment.

For example, I have two big wind
farms in my district, the Altamont and
the Solano wind farms. They’re huge,
huge pieces of equipment, towers 400
feet high with blades that are a foot-
ball field across, made overseas in Eu-
rope and China. And I’m looking at it
and I'm going, wait a minute; our tax
money’s being used to help build these
systems? And yet they’re not Amer-
ican-made? I said, no, no, no, no. If our
tax money’s going to be used in this
way, it’s going to be used to buy Amer-
ican-made equipment. That bill is in.
It’s now being slowed down, blocked in
the various Republican committees
here. But it seems to me foolishness to
allow our tax money to be sent off-
shore.

We also, all of us, pay 18% cents ex-
cise tax for gasoline. That money is
used to build roads, highways, bridges,
and to buy trains and buses and light
rail systems. My legislation says that
that money must be used to buy Amer-
ican-made equipment. Those trains,
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those buses, those light rails, the steel
in the bridges, will be American-made.

Why don’t we bring those jobs back
home? We can do this using money
that is already available, already being
spent, but sometimes all too often
spent on foreign-made equipment.

Mr. TONKO. And talk about this sort
of innovation economy where you in-
vest in America, you make certain that
our infrastructure that moves goods
and people is as sound as it can be. But
as we invest in the growth of jobs and
“Make it in America,” and you talk
about the clean energy economy, the
alternative technologies, the innova-
tion that comes with advanced battery
manufacturing, that stops the trail,
eventually, of dollars that are exported
out of this Nation, going into the Mid-
east, $400 billion plus a year to main-
tain this fossil-based economy that has
us gluttonously dependent on fossil-
based fuels that are imported from un-
friendly nations to the United States.
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There has to be a cleaner way, a
more innovative way, one that em-
braces the American intellect and the
ingenuity that enables us to grow prod-
ucts that are not on the radar screen.
That’s how a great nation continues its
greatness; that’s how it continues to
become even greater, by putting to
work its brainpower and developing
products that are kinder to the envi-
ronment, strong in their manufac-
turing element that produces here in
these United States and draws upon the
workforce and the R&D potential of ev-
eryone from trades up to the Ph.D.s in-
volved in that equation of success. I
think it’s a way to empower us across
the board.

Mr. GARAMENDI. As we come to the
conclusion of this, the Make It In
America agenda is a powerful agenda
to rebuild the American manufacturing
base to put middle class America back
to work so that they can have the
home that they want, so that they can
take care of their children’s education,
so that they can have, once again,
pride in this Nation. We can do it. And
these are the policies—a fair trade pol-
icy in which we tell China, no, no, no,
we’re not going to let you cheat on
your currency any longer, where the
tax policy makes sense.

This one. An example. Somewhere in
the last 30 years, built into the tax
laws was an incentive for American
corporations to shift jobs offshore.
They take a job; they send it offshore;
they got a tax break. I don’t know
where it came from. I know it was in
the Codes. And what we did in the tax
bill last December was to eliminate
that tax break for American corpora-
tions sending jobs offshore. It passed.
The President signed it, but our Repub-
lican colleagues, to a person, voted
against it. They voted to keep that tax
break for American corporations to
shift jobs offshore. Doesn’t make sense
to me, but it’s gone. And that’s the
kind of policy we want to put in place,
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where we take care of Americans who
are working in America.

Mr. TONKO. And you know, Rep-
resentative GARAMENDI, just about an
hour ago we were talking about it all
being about principles, values, prior-
ities, contrasts, and choices. Well, if we
go with the choice to not make it in
America, not invest in innovation, re-
search for medical purposes, means
that we may not be able to contain
those costs of medical needs, of health
care, because we will avoid the dis-
covery of better treatments, new cures,
prevention elements that all come with
the medical research and medical inno-
vation that can be made in America.

And then we have opportunities to
keep Medicare alive, not destroy it, by
containing costs for health care and al-
lowing for the dignity of life and the
quality of care to go forward without
this treatment to end Medicare. And
the choice is to avoid powerful indus-
tries like the oil industry, giving them
mindless handouts, or do we invest in
education, higher education, job cre-
ation, quality of life issues, housing op-
portunities? These are the choices
we’re talking about.

This hour has been, I think, an oppor-
tunity for us to exchange, with a clear-
er expression, what the contrast is on
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives and what it is between this Path
to Prosperity that we have seen as a
Road to Ruin, one that would end
Medicare, continue handouts to record
profit oil industries, to continue to ad-
vocate for millionaire and billionaire
tax cuts at the expense of America’s
middle class that needs a stronger pur-
chasing power and needs to know that
her children and grandchildren will
have the opportunities, equal opportu-
nities for quality education and a col-
lege degree.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very
much, Representative TONKO.

Our promise to the American seniors
and those who want to become seniors
is that this tombstone that the Repub-
lican Party wants to put out there—
that is, the termination of Medicare—
will not happen. We will not let this
happen. Medicare is part of the Amer-
ican agenda. It is part of what is good
about America, and it will not be ter-
minated by anybody. That’s our prom-
ise. That’s where we draw our line in
the sand.

Thank you very much for this oppor-
tunity.

Mr. TONKO. Thank you very much,
Representative GARAMENDI. It has been
a great opportunity to share this hour
with you.

We only ask that thoughtfulness
guide the negotiations—either on a def-
icit ceiling bill or on budgets as we go
forward—thoughtfulness and a desire
to grow opportunity for all Americans.
We’re at our best when the inclusive-
ness of this process enables everyone to
be empowered and not just the special
interests, the wealthy oil industry that
has set record profits 2 years in a row.
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With that, I thank the Speaker for
the opportunity, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

——————

FRESHMAN CLASS ON JOBS AND
DEBT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentlewoman from
Alabama (Mrs. ROBY) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the topic
of my Special Order regarding the debt
and jobs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, I am joined
here tonight by Members of the fresh-
man class once again to focus this dis-
cussion on jobs, and I immediately had
just one glaring road sign in my mind
as I sat here and listened to the Demo-
crats talk about their so-called plan,
“Make It In America,” and it’s “‘stop,”
s-t-o0-p. This has to stop. The American
people deserve the truth. And what you
just listened to, what was just pre-
sented to you is not that.

We have got to focus in and look at—
which we’re going to do tonight in a
very good discussion—this job-killing
legislation that has been presented by
the very side that just stood up and
told the American people that we’re
out to kill Medicare and so on and so
forth. People can’t make it in America
right now because of the heavy hand of
government that is bearing down on
them, because of this job-killing legis-
lation and overreaching regulation
that continues to be promoted by the
other side. And we’ve had enough. So
let’s stop. Let’s stop the demagoguery.
Let’s get down to the truth. We're
going to have that discussion here to-
night.

The average unemployed American
has been searching for a job for 39
weeks, the longest average time in his-
tory to be looking for a job. Twenty-
one million jobs are still needed by 2020
to return our Nation to a full job re-
covery. Companies in the United States
of America are hitting the brakes on
hiring and production.

I want to start our discussion here
and I want to hit on three points. I am
going to talk very quickly about
health care, about boiler MACT, and
about energy and jobs. And that’s
going to lead for the discussion here to-
night.

On May 19, a small business owner re-
ceived documents from his insurance
carrier stating that, due to ObamaCare
the coverage in his policy would be up-
dated with the new terms of the law on
the anniversary of his enrollment.
Four days later, this small business
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owner received a statement from the
same insurance carrier stating that his
monthly premium would increase by 25
percent. And I have those documents
here with me tonight.

Why does the administration con-
tinue to state that Americans will not
see significant increases in their health
care coverage when it is already hap-
pening right now?

Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit
these documents into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

CAREFIRST
BLUECROSS BLUESHIELD,
Washington, D.C., May 23, 2011.

DEAR MEMBER: the purpose of this letter is
to inform you of your premium rate for the
upcoming year. Please take a moment to re-
view this important information.

Your current monthly premium is $174.00.
Beginning 08/01/2011, your monthly premium
will change to $218.00. Please note that this
is a change in your monthly rate.

We regret this increase is necessary, but it
reflects the cost of providing you the cov-
erage called for in your policy. As a not for
profit organization, we operate on the small-
est possible margins, consistent with finan-
cial soundness.

Our service hours are Monday - Friday
from 7:00 am - 7:00 pm. So that we may serve
you as quickly as possible, please have your
ID card available. You can also access your
plan information from the convenience of
your home computer by visiting
www.carefirst.com/myaccount.

Sincerely,
RICH MACHA,
Senior Director,
Customer Service & Technical Support.

CAREFIRST, BLUECHOICE, CARE-
FIRST, BLUECROSS BLUE SHIELD,
May 19, 2011.

DEAR MEMBER, the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act (PPACA), also known as
the Federal Health Reform law, requires that
the coverage policy you purchased be made
compliant with the terms of the new law on
your first contract anniversary date. These
new benefits will improve the benefits under
your plan. The changes to your coverage are
outlined below and are effective as of your
next anniversary date, with the exception of
the removal of the lifetime maximum limit
which took effect on October 1, 2010.

No Lifetime Maximum: If your plan was
subject to a lifetime maximum limit, this
limit was removed effective October 1, 2010.
You now have benefits with no lifetime max-
imum dollar limit.

No Annual Dollar Limit on Essential
Health Benefits: PPACA requires that cer-
tain benefits provided in your coverage plan
be considered ‘‘Essential Health Benefits”.
Any annual dollar amount limits applicable
to these benefits will be removed, except any
annual visit limits that may apply to spe-
cific services under your coverage plan
which will remain in effect.

No Cost-Sharing for Preventive Services:
An expanded range of preventive services, in-
cluding recommended immunizations and
screenings, will become available from
CareFirst participating providers with no
cost-sharing to you—no deductible, copay-
ment or coinsurance.

Emergency Services: Due to the require-
ments of the new law, your share of the costs
of emergency services you may obtain from
an out-of-network provider will be the same
as if you saw an in-network provider.

In the near future you will receive a letter
with your renewal rates. You will also re-
ceive a new ID card and a contract amend-
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ment containing the new benefits outlined
above.

If you have any questions, please call the
Member Service telephone number listed on
your member ID card. Our service hours are
Monday—Friday from 7:00 am—7:00 pm.
Please have your ID card available so that
we may serve you as quickly as possible.

Sincerely,
ANDREW F. SULLIVAN,
Senior Vice President,
Consumer Direct Services Unit.

The Obama administration is encour-
aging employers to retain coverage.
How can a small business owner retain
coverage if it forces them into bank-
ruptcy?

And I'm going to point you again to
Don Cox. He’s a small business owner.
He owns 15 Pizza Huts in Alabama, and
he is very proud of his products and his
employees. The health care regulation
is on the top of his list. In 2014, Don
would have to provide all of his em-
ployees with health insurance. Sadly,
only five Pizza Huts will be able to
stay afloat; 10 out of the 15 will go
bankrupt due to this health care law.
They stand on the floor tonight and
they submit to you that we need to
make it in America, and we can’t make
it in America due to their job-Kkilling
health care legislation. If Don provides
health insurance to all of his employ-
ees, then 10 Pizza Huts go bankrupt.
And although when we’re looking at
his balance sheet he is making a profit,
almost all of the profits were returned
back into the business.

Last week, when we stood on this
floor a couple of weeks ago, I talked
about Rheem Manufacturing, who
spent $1 million adding on to their al-
ready 700,000-square-foot facility in
Montgomery, Alabama, where they
provide over 1,000 jobs. That $1 million
investment was to comply with Federal
regulations.
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The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy has been an agency that has been
particularly troublesome in overbur-
dening businesses and placing road-
blocks to domestic energy production.

I want to talk about the EPA’s pro-
posed boiler MACT rule and what that
would do to small businesses. I have
had people in my office all week talk-
ing about this. Next week I am going
to be touring an International Paper
mill in Prattville, Alabama, and boiler
MACT impacts 42 boilers and four proc-
ess heaters at 19 IP facilities. Their
compliance costs for just boiler MACT
and the commercial and industrial in-
cinerator rule are $600 million.

This is not rocket science. We are
standing around and our friends on the
other side of the aisle are asking us,
where is our jobs bill? And yet I would
like to return the question to them and
say, where is yours? All you have done
for the past 2 years or more is do your
best to stifle job creation, American
job creation right here in the United
States. Enough is enough. This must
stop.

Then, of course, today we learn that
the President has decided that he is
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going to dip into our own energy oil re-
serves right here in the United States
and yet does everything he can to
stand in the way of energy production
right here in the United States. We
have got to lessen our dependence on
Middle Eastern oil.

Americans deserve the truth, and I
hope tonight’s discussion will provide
that opportunity.

At this time I would like to yield to
my friend from Illinois as much time
as he would consume.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I thank
the gentlelady for yielding.

I think she said it perfectly. I'm a
young guy. I remember in the eighties
watching the ‘““Where’s the Beef”’ com-
mercials. Everybody remembers that.
Well, here is the question: Where’s the
jobs? Where’s the jobs?

I remember a little over 2 years ago
the President promising that if we
passed an $800 billion stimulus, unem-
ployment would not exceeded 8 per-
cent. Well, where did that get us? In
fact, if you look at the President’s own
charts, they said that by this time
under this stimulus plan unemploy-
ment would be about 6.5 percent.

I will tell you, that is compelling
when you see that on a chart. When
you are a country facing a huge eco-
nomic crisis in a slide, that is very
compelling. But it didn’t work. It was
a waste. We wasted $800 billion of hard-
earned money, most of which was bor-
rowed, on something that didn’t work.

Now, Americans are still feeling the
pain. In fact, unemployment went up
towards 10 percent. Counties in my dis-
trict in Illinois have unemployment
upwards of 11 percent. It didn’t work at
all. And now I have actually heard our
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
float a second stimulus. They say, well,
$800 billion wasn’t enough. It probably
needed to be more. Well, why don’t we
just make it $56 trillion or $10 trillion.
If we can just print money and borrow
it, tax, borrow, and spend our way to
prosperity, make it $10 trillion. That is
ludicrous. We know that is ludicrous.

I hail from Illinois. Illinois is the
President’s home State. Illinois has a
huge problem with folks looking for
work that can’t find it. Illinois used to
be a manufacturing economic power-
house in the United States. It is not
hard to drive around and see abandoned
warehouses or abandoned factories. Jo-
liet, Illinois, a city in my district,
knows that all too well. They under-
stand that.

So what do we do? Well, recently Illi-
nois came up with a decision. Well, the
budget is bad. Yeah, the budget is bad,
because you are running business out
of your State. As a result they say, we
have to raise taxes, so in Springfield
they raised the individual income tax
rate and then they raised the corporate
tax rate.

Now, there has got to be some good
news to this, right? Well, the State of
Illinois has had $300 million in in-
creased tax revenues that they have
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seen from this corporate tax increase.
Oh, but if you read The Wall Street
Journal just shortly ago, you would
read that $240 million has already been
given away to these corporations to
incentivize them to stay in Illinois be-
cause they were looking at leaving be-
cause of this high tax rate.

I will tell you, the definition of in-
sanity is doing the same thing over and
over and over again, but expecting dif-
ferent results. We cannot tax, borrow,
and spend our way to prosperity.

You talk to any small businessman
out there, small businesswoman or job
creator, owner of a factory that is just
trying to take their products to mar-
ket, and they will tell you the biggest
hindrance, one of the biggest hin-
drances, besides a lack of confidence, is
the government.

I have talked to a lot of people and
said, how much better would your life
be if you weren’t forced to sit around
day after day and just fill out govern-
ment paperwork? You could take that
employee and make them productive.
They may be able to go out and sell
goods. They may be able to go out and
expand the business.

Nope. We have got to tax and regu-
late in this town. This town is really
good at taxing and regulating, at put-
ting things through a bureaucracy and
letting bureaucrats have their way.

We are going off a cliff, and it is time
to pump the brakes. It is absolutely
time for us to get deadly serious about
reducing the size of the Federal govern-
ment, cutting spending, and getting
Americans back to work.

Our colleagues on the other side of
the aisle like to say, where is your jobs
plan? Well, we have put forward plenty
of jobs plans. One of them includes
drilling for oil here at home, which we
will get into, which my good friend
here actually that will be speaking
soon sponsored, and I commend him for
that.

But there is a fundamental difference
between the two parties here. The
Democrats believe that government
creates jobs. You hear that all the time
in what they say. Listen closely. They
say, we just need a jobs bill. We need
$800 billion in more spending. We need
this program.

What you are going to hear tonight is
the Republican view. The Federal Gov-
ernment doesn’t create jobs. The Fed-
eral Government can’t make jobs. We
can take tax money and put it through
a bureaucracy and spit out a paycheck.
Jobs are created in the free market. We
can create an environment for job cre-
ation, and that is what our freshman
class came here to do, and we aim to do
it.

Mrs. ROBY. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois. Your comments are right
on.

Before we move on, I want to share
with you, I heard from a gentleman
today, a businessman in Greenville
Alabama, and I am going to quote him:
“HEconomic conditions being what they
are, we are in a situation where real es-
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tate values are declining, demand for
our products is declining, and the value
of the dollar on world markets is de-
clining. All of these factor into the un-
certainty of business today. In the long
term, I can’t see any expansion until
regulations are eased and the health
care bill is killed.”

Now, you want to talk about whether
or not we have a jobs plan? This is
their jobs plan. What this businessman
in Greenville, Alabama, is facing is ex-
actly what the other side of the aisle
has proposed, and he can’t create jobs.

We have time and time again shown
leadership here in the House, in the
majority, trying to repeal this job-kill-
ing legislation, and we run into road-
block after roadblock with the Senate
majority and with the White House.

I would now like to yield time to the
gentlelady from Washington.

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Thank
you. I am excited to be here this
evening to talk about something that
our country has too few of—jobs.

In my neck of the woods in southwest
Washington State just about every
county, save one, has double-digit un-
employment, and we have had those
disappointing numbers now for many
months, almost 30-plus. So we are at a
place right now where families are
hurting. Moms who are paying the bills
at night thinking about health care
payments, thinking about getting the
kids to school, how much it is going to
cost to fill up the gas tank, what the
cost of meeting the mortgage is going
to be.

These are the real challenges that
middle America is facing right now,
and that is why we are here. That is
why we are fighting. That is why we
want to rein in spending, because, as
this chart actually shows, less govern-
ment means lower unemployment.

Less government spending means, if
you look at this, and this is from 1980
to 2010, they have almost tracked
equally, our unemployment numbers
and the Federal Government spending
or outlays. The red line is just that, it
is government spending. The blue line
is unemployment rate.

It is very easy to see that when the
Federal Government actually spends
less and leaves that money in the pock-
ets of that mom who is trying to make
her mortgage payment, or that single
dad who is attempting to get food on
the table, put shoes on the Kkids, pay
for the housing, pay for the transpor-
tation costs, it means that when we let
them keep more of their hard-earned
money, we actually improve the econ-
omy nationally.
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And that’s what we need to do. When
I travel southwest Washington, over
the last few months I have had the op-
portunity to talk with many, many in-
dividuals, businesses, families. And
there’s really a common theme: Let us
succeed. I believe in making it in
America. I believe in having things
manufactured here and doing things

H4519

here in America. Quit relying on these
other countries to produce things. But
you know what has to happen? We have
to create an environment that makes
it easier for people to do business here
in America.

Let me give you a few names: Tom
Cook, he owns Taco Bell franchises in
my neck of the woods; Cliff McMillen,
owner of Vancouver Pizza; Sherry
Malfait, owner of Washougal Flowers.
What do all these folks have in com-
mon? They’re small business owners,
number one. They’re creating jobs in
our community. Secondly, they’re all
facing government-initiated problems,
whether it’s higher gas prices because
of this administration’s refusal to ex-
plore for American energy here in the
United States; whether it’s a regu-
latory environment like the health
care bill that the gentlelady from Ala-
bama talked about. It’s one of the
number one issues I hear about from
small employers. They are unsure what
regulation, what shoe is going to drop
next when it comes to this health care
bill.

These business owners are fighting to
survive; and we need to make it easier
for them to survive, which is why this
House passed over four solutions for
gas prices. We heard from small busi-
ness owners and employers across
America, and we responded. We have
now passed no less than four bills that
allow Americans to explore for Amer-
ican energy using American workers
here in America. Four bills. We call on
the Senate to step up and pass those
bills so that we can create those jobs
and we can bring gas prices down so
these business owners that I've talked
about can compete with businesses not
just in the United States but globally.

Talk about regulations? I think
about Tidewater Barge, which is lo-
cated on the Columbia River. The Co-
lumbia River is the fourth largest river
system in the United States. It is right
in my backyard. Tidewater Barge are
barge operators. They move freight up
and down the Columbia River. Every
time I have the opportunity to talk to
either those employees or the employer
there, they just ask me what’s going to
happen next. What regulation are you
going to send our way that’s going to
make it more difficult for us to com-
pete.

Health care is a big issue for them.
They offer a tremendous health care
plan to their employees—vision, den-
tal, you name it. I got the chance to
meet with those employees last sum-
mer. One of the things that they shared
with me—in fact, I had a sweet lady
come to me, middle-aged, worked for
the company for a while, came to me in
tears because she was so afraid of the
cuts to Medicare that the Obama ad-
ministration was putting forward. Over
$500 billion. She knew what that meant
for her mother and her mother’s health
care. She was terrified.

So, on one hand, I have the employee
saying this is impacting us individ-
ually, and then I have the owner say-
ing, Look, this health care bill is going
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to cost my employees this tremendous
health care plan. It’s going to jeop-
ardize it.

Why are we making it harder for
these businesses to operate? We should
be making it easier for them to oper-
ate, not harder. That’s part of what
we’re doing here. We're going to hold
this administration—or anybody, real-
ly; it’s not a Republican or Democrat
issue—we’re going to hold anybody’s
feet to the fire. If you work in the Fed-
eral Government and you’re making it
harder for businesses to survive, guess
what, we have our eye on you. And
we’re going to work to advance policies
off this House floor like the American
energy bills I mentioned earlier. We’ve
also put in place and are fighting to
put in place a replacement bill for the
disastrous health care bill that was
passed last year.

One of those things that I support
and it’s making it way through com-
mittee right now is purchase of health
insurance across State lines. That
would allow individuals who are right
in one of the most costly insurance
markets to purchase health insurance.
You get on your computer, just like
they do for auto insurance—everybody
can think of the lizard or the cave-
man—get on your computer and choose
a health care plan from any State in
the Union. It has to be regulated by
one of those States. Pick one that best
meets your needs and your pocketbook.
That will drive down costs imme-
diately. And it’s not going to grow gov-
ernment, and it’s not going to cost tax-
payers.

These are commonsense solutions
that get us where we need to go.
They’re going to grow jobs in America,
and they’re going to return and em-
power families and individuals and
business owners, not the government.
It’s the right solution. I invite my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to
join us.

Mrs. ROBY. I thank the gentlelady
from Washington. Again, you make
great points. And what we all know as
we travel around our districts and we
talk to business owners is that it’s that
very uncertainty associated with
ObamacCare that is preventing these job
creators to create jobs. They’re sitting
in their boardrooms, they’re sitting
around the table in the break room and
they’re saying, How do we plan for 2014
when we don’t know how this is going
to affect us? All of the regulations that
have yet to be written. Yet, right be-
fore we have this hour to share to-
gether and to share with America, we
see posters of a tombstone where we’re
out to kill Medicare. Yet ObamaCare
alone cuts Medicare by $500 billion.

We have a plan. They don’t have a
plan. Their plan is the status quo and
Medicare dies. That’s their plan. Our
plan sustains Medicare for this genera-
tion and future generations.

Thank you so much.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

Mr. DUFFY. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding. I agree with most every-
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thing you said tonight, but I have to
disagree with you on one point. With
regard to Medicare, the President does
have a plan. I talk to seniors all over
my district. One of the things that
makes our seniors so angry is that over
the course of their lifetime, the money
that they have put in their Social Se-
curity accounts, it’s been robbed. It’s
been taken out and spent for other
things.

So what the President does in
ObamaCare is he takes half a trillion
dollars out of Medicare and uses it to
spend for ObamaCare. Everyone agrees
that we have to fix Medicare. The
President agrees there’s a problem, Bill
Clinton agrees there’s a problem, Re-
publicans agree there’s a problem. How
do we fix it? Well, what the President
does is says, I'm going to institute the
IPAD board, the Independent Payment
Advisory Board. This is a board that’s
going to look at prices that we pay our
health care providers, and it’s going to
reduce those reimbursements—reim-
bursements that are already incredibly
low.

What does that mean? It’s going to
affect the access to care for our current
seniors. That is absolutely unaccept-
able. We have a plan in place that’s
going to save Medicare, it’s going to
protect Medicare, and we’re going to
continue this great program for future
generations. Let’s not be mistaken.
The President has a plan that is going
to kill Medicare and provide a lack of
service to our seniors.

I do want to move from that to jobs,
though, because that is what is on ev-
eryone’s mind. As I travel central and
northern Wisconsin, people are con-
cerned about jobs. There’s a lack of op-
portunity. There’s a lack of prosperity.
And so I want to review what the
Democrats did, which is they talked to
folks who will come up with abstract
theories. They went and talked to uni-
versity professors, and they came up
with an $800 billion-plus stimulus bill.
Remember, that was their jobs plan:
$800 billion of government spending.
They said government spending will
lead to economic growth, prosperity,
wealth, and sustainable jobs.

We know that government spending
doesn’t lead to sustainable jobs. It has
never worked. It doesn’t work. And
that’s why when they promised that we
would have unemployment of only 8
percent and we would create millions
of jobs, the alternative happened.
We’ve lost millions of jobs, and we’ve
had unemployment reach almost 10
percent.

What we’ve done is not talk to the
professors who sit in the classroom.
I've gone out and talked to job cre-
ators, people who are actually putting
people in my community back to work.
And what do they say? Why aren’t they
creating jobs? They continually talk
about uncertainty in the marketplace.
What does that mean? When they talk
about uncertainty, they talk about a
$14.3 trillion debt, the fact that we’re
going to borrow $12.5 trillion this year
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alone. We’re going to borrow a trillion
dollars every year for the next 10 years.
As the gentleman from Illinois said, we
are cascading towards a cliff and
there’s a road sign that says: Danger:
Pump the breaks. You’re about to go
over. That’s what we’re going to do.

Our job creators are saying, Listen,
with this massive debt, it creates un-
certainty. It creates uncertainty be-
cause we don’t know what interest
rates are going to be in the very near
future. We’re concerned about inflation
because government is printing money
to purchase our debt. They’re con-
cerned about punishing tax increases.
They’re concerned about health care
costs with ObamaCare. As the gentle-
lady from Alabama said, they’re con-
cerned about regulation.
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In my district, we have a great forest
product industry. We make paper in
my district. Boiler MACT is going to
kill jobs in central Wisconsin and send
them to China where they have no reg-
ulation.

All these things have come together
to create uncertainty, which means our
job creators aren’t reinvesting; they’re
not expanding; they’re not growing;
they’re not innovating. Do you know
what? It doesn’t hurt the job creator. It
hurts the families in our communities
because they have a lack of oppor-
tunity for jobs.

I want to just point to a chart that
we have here.

When we have recessions, there is
what’s called ‘“‘symmetry.” If you have
a U-shaped decline in this recession,
you’ll have a U-shaped recovery. If you
have a V-shaped decline, you’ll have a
V-shaped recovery. That’s our history,
and you’ll see that in this chart. What
has happened differently in this reces-
sion, the great recession, is we’ve had a
V-shaped decline; the recovery has
ticked up a little bit, and then it has
flat-lined. Why has it flat-lined?—be-
cause of the uncertainty that has been
created coming from Washington: from
our Democrat colleagues on the other
side of the aisle and this administra-
tion. It’s causing a lack of willingness
for our job creators to reinvest.

I want to bring up one last point.

I continually hear how our friends
want to increase taxes on our job cre-
ators. I think anyone who looks at that
says we will not create jobs by taxing
the job creator. I think it’s a good ex-
ample. If those who say we should raise
taxes are concerned about jobs going
overseas, it’s a pretty simple example
that I use:

You have Wal-Mart and Target and
Kmart—all the big-box retailers. They
compete against one another, right?
They’re competing. Yet Kmart is not
doing so well. They’re laying people
off. They’re closing stores, right?

My friends on the other side of the
aisle, the Democrats, they would come
in and they would advise Kmart.
They’d say, Listen. You have to bring
in more revenue. You have to keep
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these people employed. You have to
keep these stores open. You need more
revenue. To bring in more revenue, all
you have to do is raise your prices. If
you raise your prices, you’ll bring in
more revenue.

We all know that’s not what will hap-
pen. If you raise your prices at Kmart,
you will drive more shoppers to Wal-
Mart and Target. If you raise the cost
of doing business in America, you are
going to send more of our jobs to
China, India, Mexico, Vietnam; but
you’re going to outsource these jobs
because you're raising the cost of doing
business in America.

Let’s make sure we make America a
competitive place where our job cre-
ators can do what they do best, which
is to create jobs and to put our hard-
working families back to work.

Mrs. ROBY. Thank you so much. I
appreciate your comments.

As I did, you brought up Boiler
MACT. I do want to point out that we
have a colleague from Virginia, the
gentleman from Virginia, Representa-
tive MORGAN GRIFFITH, who introduced
legislation just yesterday—again show-
ing leadership on this side of the
aisle—about deregulating the EPA to
issue achievable standards for indus-
trial, commercial and institutional
boilers, process heaters, incinerators,
and for other purposes. For that, we
are very grateful for his leadership.

I would now like to yield time to the
gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gentle-
lady from Alabama for her leadership
on this matter and for the time and op-
portunity tonight to speak about jobs,
our economy and what’s happening to
our country.

Something that really startled me a
little bit tonight was when the gentle-
lady from Washington made this state-
ment. In speaking to her constituents,
in speaking to businesses around her
district, she mentioned that one of
them said, Let us succeed. I was taken
aback when she said that, that some-
body would actually come to her and
say, All we want the government to do,
all we want our policymakers to do, all
we want our regulations to do is to let
us succeed.

Isn’t it amazing that we have trans-
formed our economy from a time when
people could go out and achieve what
they wanted to achieve by working
hard, by sacrificing, by taking risks,
and now they’re concerned because
their government is in a place where it
won’t let them succeed. I'm glad that
you mentioned that tonight because I
think that’s at the very heart of what
every single one of us has talked about
tonight and what we will continue to
talk about over the next months and
years to come:

How do we make sure that the poli-
cies that we put in place in this coun-
try aren’t government-driven decisions
that dictate what we’re going to do for
people’s businesses or lives?—but in-
stead get government out of the way so
that we can let our businesses, our
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families and America’s working fami-
lies succeed?

Yesterday, a report was issued by the
Congressional Budget Office, but I
don’t know how many people saw or
took the time to listen to or to read
what the Congressional Budget Office
report had to say. It talked about the
fact that we have a $1.6 trillion deficit
in this country and that we have a $14
trillion debt, all of this at the same
time that our unemployment levels in
this country have crept back up over 9
percent—unacceptably high.

Those of us in the Chamber tonight
were sent here in November because we
believe that we have more important
work to do than simply spending
money that we don’t have, than pass-
ing regulations that kill jobs. The
work that we were sent here to do in
November is work to get our economy
back on track.

The report from the Congressional
Budget Office indicates that the situa-
tion of our economy is actually worse
than many have been led to believe.
Our national debt will grow to be larg-
er than the entire U.S. economy this
yvear. We officially owe more than the
entire country produces in a year. That
will happen at the end of this year. If
this isn’t a wake-up call to what is
happening in our economy, to what is
happening in our spending, I don’t
know what will be. We cannot afford to
wait and delay. We’ve got to solve this
problem now.

I want to read a quote from the Con-
gressional Budget Office report: The
sooner that Ilong-term changes to
spending and revenues are agreed on
and the sooner they are carried out
once the economic weakness ends, the
smaller will be the damage to the econ-
omy from the growing Federal debt.

The report didn’t say we can avoid
the damage. The report didn’t say
there won’t be any damage. The report
said the smaller will be the damage. A
$14 trillion debt. A $1.6 trillion deficit.
That is damaging our economy; it’s
damaging our country, and it’s dam-
aging our opportunity to create jobs
and long-term economic stability. It is
a clear call to action from the Congres-
sional Budget Office. We’ve got to be
bulldogs around this Chamber when it
comes to reducing our spending. We
have to make sure that we are standing
up to the regulators who want to put
people out of business simply because
they’re sitting behind a desk and think
they can.

Tom Blach is a constituent of mine
who came to me 2 years ago and said,
I'm worried that I’'ll lose my business
because of overregulation. Do you
know what he saw over the course of
the last 2 years? He saw the people he
did business with, the people he
partnered with leave the State of Colo-
rado because of overregulation.

Last Saturday, I had the opportunity
to tour Roggen, Colorado, Haxtun, Col-
orado, Akron, Colorado, in the Eastern
Plains to talk to farmers, wheat grow-
ers, cattlemen, ag businessmen, all who
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came to me with a similar theme: what
is happening to them with overregula-
tion and their concern that they won’t
have the opportunity to pass on their
legacies to future generations because
of a government that has decided it
knows best and knows more than they.

I want to talk a little bit about what
the gentlelady from Alabama said
when she was referring to the tomb-
stone that we saw shown earlier by the
minority, which said ‘‘ending Medi-
care’ on the tombstone.

Today in committee, we had an op-
portunity to vote on an amendment
that said we will oppose and vote
against any amendment, any bill, any
legislation that would end Medicare.
Do you know what our colleagues on
the Democrat side of the aisle did?
They voted ‘‘present.” They voted
“‘present,” refusing to stand up for
Medicare because they know, when we
ask where their plan is, they don’t
have one. When we ask them where the
jobs are, they don’t know. When we ask
them for leadership, they run and hide.
Why?—because they’re voting
“present’” when it comes to saving
Medicare.

Mrs. ROBY. Thank you so much.

I would now like to yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. REED. I thank the gentlelady
from Alabama for yielding time, and I
thank my colleagues for coming to the
floor of the House tonight to stand
with us as we have a discussion with
the American people—an honest and
open discussion. That’s what we were
called to do in November of this past
year with the great election that
brought this majority to this Chamber,
because we were sick and tired of the
smoke and mirrors, of the gamesman-
ship and of the political rhetoric of
yesterday.
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We are here today to lead. We are
here today to talk in an honest and
open fashion about not talking points
generated from a political party but a
philosophy that will bring America
back to be the land of opportunity, not
only for us but for our kids and for our
grandchildren.

You know, I love hearing the stories
that my colleagues are offering about
constituents from their home district,
about people that are suffering and
that are looking for jobs, that are in
the ranks of the unemployed. But I
also think of the people that are pres-
ently in a job, people like Brad Pfister
and his wife, Tammy, who are raising a
beautiful young girl by the name of
Alexa, and they sit in their living
rooms, watching their daughter play
with the family toys, the Slinky, all
the things that, you know, we think of
as the American Dream, the things
that we enjoy with our families. And
what he’s worried about is will he have
a job, not just tomorrow, but will he
have a job 6 months from now? Will he
have a job a year from now?

That uncertainty, that fear is some-
thing that the men and women and
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children of America should not have to
live in because we are the strongest
Nation on the face of the Earth. We are
the land of opportunity. So, when you
hear us talking here tonight, it is not
about political posturing. It is about
articulating a philosophy to America
that we, each of us, hold dear, and the
philosophy can really be summed up in
four points.

You hear us talk a lot about the na-
tional debt, and I've been asked at
town hall meetings on a regular basis,
why is that such a fundamental issue?
Why, other than the threat that it pre-
sents to us as a Nation, because every-
one gets that, why is it so important
that we get the national debt under
control? And my response has always
been that if you're going to create the
confidence in the American market in
the people that are going to expend
millions, billions of dollars to create
that new manufacturing base in Amer-
ica, they’ve got to have the confidence
that the American market, that the
fiscal house of the United States Gov-
ernment, is in order so that they can
make that investment in a safe and se-
cure market. So that’s issue number
one.

Not only do we have to balance the
books and get our fiscal house in order,
we have to have an honest conversa-
tion about removing the excessive reg-
ulations that are being promulgated
out of Washington, D.C., and in our
State capitals throughout the entire
Nation. And when we talk about that,
what we’re talking about is not going
in and repealing all regulation. It’s
about having commonsense, reasonable
regulatory oversight, but not going to
the point that we’re seeing out of
Washington, D.C., that is letting go of
common sense and regulating, in my
opinion, for the sake of just regulating.
That is not good government.

We also believe that our Tax Code in
America needs to be reformed. We have
talked greatly about it, not only be-
cause it’s the right thing to do, but
also to create a marketplace in Amer-
ica that’s going to be competitive
worldwide because we are in the world
economy. That is the reality of our
world, and we need to recognize it, and
we need to give our private sector
those tools or that environment that
allows us to compete on the world eco-
nomic stage.

The fourth point that I think many
of my colleagues here tonight hold
near and dear, just like I do, is that we
have to adopt and commit our Nation
to a comprehensive, domestic ori-
entated energy plan. Why is that im-
portant? Not only because of the na-
tional security interests that so many
people can inherently latch on to—you
know, we are importing about 9 million
barrels of oil a day, coming from coun-
tries and sources that are publicly ad-
verse and sworn enemies of the United
States of America. So it just doesn’t
make sense. But a second issue that
needs to be articulated on the energy
plan is that if we can grow a domestic,
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stable source of energy here in Amer-
ica, we will create a marketplace in
America that can rely on long-term,
stable, low-cost sources of energy.

I can tell you as a small developer
myself, when I looked at putting a
project together, there were always
three things I looked at in the private
sector. I said, what are the taxes, what
are the insurance costs, and what are
the utility costs? And as a mayor of a
small city, the city of Corning, my
hometown in New York, when I met
with developers who were looking to
locate into our community, utility
costs were always in the top three of
concern.

So, if we can adopt and commit our-
selves to a domestic orientated, com-
prehensive energy plan, I am confident
we can lower those costs so the Amer-
ican market can become competitive
again. That means bringing back our
manufacturers. That means building
things here in America. And as my col-
leagues have articulated over and over
again, government is not here to create
jobs. That is not what our Founding
Fathers envisioned. What the Founding
Fathers envisioned was a government
that preserved and protected the right
to have the opportunity to succeed in
one’s life, not a guarantee to succeed,
not one where the government is the
one signing the front of the paycheck,
but, rather, the individual is going out
and earning that paycheck without in-
terference from the government and
from sources in the private sector.

I am so happy to be here with my col-
leagues this evening, and I join you
proudly in this fight, in this philosophy
of leadership that we have brought to
Washington, D.C., and will continue
this fight and continue the leadership
out of this House Chamber to stand for
America, for our kids and our grand-
children, and make it again the land of
opportunity that we have all enjoyed.

Mrs. ROBY. I thank the gentleman
from New York.

Before I call on the gentleman from
Arkansas, I just want to make a point
to your story about a company here in
the United States trying to achieve ex-
actly what you’re talking about. We
know the private sector creates jobs.
Our friends on the other side of the
aisle, all they’re doing is standing in
the way. We continue to lead, to de-
regulate.

Recently, a startup company named
Staxxon based in Ohio developed proto-
types and patented an innovative new
technology for shipping containers
that could save U.S. manufacturers, re-
tailers, and sea, rail, and truck carriers
millions of dollars annually by reduc-
ing the cost of moving and storing
shipping containers. Staxxon raised
about $1 million, all private money, to
hire 5 people, buy supplies, hire local
welders, and build prototypes. The
third party costs—attorneys, account-
ants, filing fees, printing, et cetera, of
compliance with the relevant security
regulations to raise $1 million in $30,000
units from private individuals was over
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$75,000, enough to hire a full-time weld-
er.

He has expressed the need to make
the regulatory barriers to raising pri-
vate investor startup money for inno-
vative entrepreneurial companies like
Staxxon much lower while maintaining
reasonable protections for private in-
vestors and large banking and invest-
ment companies.

It is easier for an individual to get a
credit card with a $30,000 limit or a
home equity loan for $30,000 than it is
for the same person in this country,
the United States of America, to decide
to invest $30,000 in a United States
startup company like Staxxon, which
goes directly to the point that you’re
making.

Again, House Republicans continue
to lead, but we don’t see the same lead-
ership on the other side of the aisle.

I would now like to yield time to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I thank
the gentlelady from Alabama.

One of the ways that we in the House
are focused on creating an environment
so the private sector can create jobs is
by pushing the President to do some-
thing about the pending trade agree-
ments. There are three pending trade
agreements: one with Panama, one
with Colombia, and one with South
Korea. And all three of them are just
sitting there, sitting there while other
countries are developing relationships
and increasing exports to these coun-
tries.

Now, in January of last year Presi-
dent Obama said, “If America sits on
the sidelines while other Nations sign
trade deals, we will lose the oppor-
tunity to create jobs on our shores.”

O 2030

I couldn’t agree more. The President
recognized last year that we need to
move quickly with regard to these
agreements that will increase exports.
Why? Because if we increase exports,
we increase jobs. Some estimates say
that if we pass these three trade agree-
ments, that we will create hundreds of
thousands of jobs. So it’s not just im-
portant that we pass them. It’s impor-
tant that we pass them quickly.

Why? Well, I sat down this past week
with the Ambassador from Colombia,
and he was talking about how his coun-
try has greatly increased trade with
Europe while they’re waiting on the
administration here in the TUnited
States to move on the agreement with
their country so that we can increase
our exports and do business more effi-
ciently, create jobs in this country. He
said, We’re waiting. We’re waiting for
the administration to take action. We
keep hearing, It’s coming. It’s coming.
We’re working on it. But he knows that
those are just words. We need to get
these trade deals passed and in place so
that we can compete.

Right now, businesses from Europe
are visiting South Korea, they’re vis-
iting Colombia, they’re visiting Pan-
ama, and they’re doing business. And
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the problem that we have, even if we
ultimately get these agreements
passed—and I certainly hope we will—
we will have lost valuable time. It’s
not like flipping a switch. When the
agreements are passed, everything is
equal. We’re competing with Europe for
the business of Colombia or Panama or
South Korea. It’s not that easy.

Why? Because while we are sitting on
the sidelines waiting for these deals to
be passed, the Europeans and others
around the world are developing rela-
tionships. They’re flying to these coun-

tries. They’re meeting for lunch.
They’re touring their factories.
They’re exchanging business cards.

They’re signing contracts, all while we
sit idly by, waiting on the President to
do something.

The President talked about doing
something on these deals last year. He
recognized that if we don’t do some-
thing, we’re going to lose the ability to
compete. But what has he done? Noth-
ing. Talk is cheap, Mr. President. We
are waiting on you to move these trade
deals with Colombia, with South
Korea, and with Panama. You want to
do something that sends a signal to
this country that you are serious about
job creation, Mr. President? Then get
those deals passed. Get those deals
passed. Get out of the way of our busi-
nesses and let them compete with Eu-
rope and other countries around the
world so that they can create jobs.
We’re ready in this House. We're ready.
We will help you get them passed. Just
join us, Mr. President.

Mrs. ROBY. I thank the gentleman
from Arkansas.

I would now like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. STUTZMAN. I thank the gentle-
woman.

It’s good to be with you all this
evening and talking about the situa-
tion that we are currently in in our
country. I will tell you, what a sober-
ing moment, being first elected to
Washington and coming and finding
out about the budget situation that we
currently face. This is about our kids’
and our grandkids’ futures. And I know
for myself and for all of you that that
is why you run for office, that is why
you ran to come to Washington is to
address the challenges that we have
here in Washington.

It’s hard to comprehend the budg-
eting that has been taking place over
the past several years here in Wash-
ington, D.C. When we’re all back at
home and we’re facing a tough econ-
omy, we’re facing a job market that is
not that strong, our friends and family,
we have people that we know person-
ally that are out of work and are try-
ing to survive in a very fragile econ-
omy, yet it seems like we come to
Washington and we explain the situa-
tion back home and it continues to fall
on deaf ears. It falls on deaf ears at the
White House. It falls on deaf ears on
the other side of the aisle. It falls on
deaf ears in the Senate. And ladies and
gentlemen, I believe that this is a time
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for us. This is the greatest opportunity
that we will have to change the way
Washington works.

We talk a lot about the debt that we
are facing here in this country, $14 tril-
lion of debt. We have a debt ceiling, a
vote that’s coming up here before long.
We’ve almost maxed out the credit
cards. And there’s just no discussion,
no real fortitude to deal with the
spending habits of Washington, D.C.

Now, I can tell you that taxes and
debt kill jobs, and if we want to get
people back to work, we need to tackle
both of those and address them in a
meaningful way that will produce work
for Americans.

I was in a Budget Committee meeting
today, and it just is so surprising to me
and it just shows the position of so
many Washington politicians, that
they’re out of touch with reality. And
that when you have a $1.5 trillion def-
icit, the quickest way for politicians in
Washington is, well, let’s just raise
taxes. Well, if any taxes go up in this
economy, it’s going to Kkill job cre-
ation.

As my friend from Wisconsin was
talking earlier about the comparison
between Walmart and Kmart, he hit
the nail on the head. You raise prices,
people are going to go somewhere else.
And the solution to the Democrats
here in Washington is, well, let’s just
raise taxes to pay for the deficit that
we have.

Let me just give you a quick com-
parison—and I will end briefly here—is
that if you are making about $2,000 a
month but you are spending $3,500 a
month, you are in a pretty deep hole.
And every American knows it. We all
know that if you are spending $1,500
more than what you are taking in a
month, that’s a recipe for disaster and
bankruptcy. That’s where we are at in
Washington. The Federal Government
is spending $1,600 a month more in
comparison to what we’re taking in in
a month.

Now, their solution is taxes. Their
solution is to increase the debt. Nei-
ther one of those is the right solution.
I believe for us to get jobs back in our
economy and job creators who are
working, whether it’s down at the
McDonald’s and it’s those who are
going to be, you know, making the Big
Macs there at McDonald’s and pro-
viding a job for a high school kid or for
a college kid, that’s what people are
looking for. They are looking for con-
fidence in this market.

Ladies and gentlemen, it’s good to be
with you this evening. I'm thrilled that
you are here and that you are spread-
ing the message of what needs to hap-
pen here in Washington. I look forward
to more discussion.

Mrs. ROBY. Thank you.

And as we move into a discussion
now, with the little bit of time we have
left, it’s like owning a business that
brings in $100,000 worth of profit, yet
you owe the bank $400,000. That, again,
goes to the example that you made
about your household, our businesses.
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Everyone is tightening their belts in
this country but for the Federal Gov-
ernment.

I would like to yield to the gentle-
lady from Washington.

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. You
know, it’s really interesting. There are
two different philosophies competing
here. One is government does it best,
and the one you hear tonight is that
the American people do it best.

This last week in the Small Business
Committee, Treasury Secretary Tim
Geithner was there defending how
slowly they have moved to make credit
available to small business. When I
think about small business owners—
Steak Burger in Vancouver, you can
get a great steak burger there, steak
sandwich—you know, these are small
businesses that are hiring young peo-
ple, high schoolers, kids in college. And
as they are trying to keep some of
these part-time, minimum-wage Kkids
in jobs, right, it’s making it harder for
them when the Treasury Secretary be-
lieves that raising taxes is how we
meet the spending binge here. It’s just
ridiculous. It’s two fundamentally dif-
ferent beliefs.

We here on the House floor tonight
believe that Americans can grow jobs
and manage their own money much
better than the Treasury Secretary or
than Washington, D.C. It’s just plain
simple.

So, thank you.

Mrs. ROBY. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. I want to
say, look, this is a great example of
freshmen that have come here from all
different backgrounds for the purpose
of saving our country, saving our
Union. And we’ve seen a great diverse
group here from different States, from
different backgrounds, and it really is
amazing.

I've got to just say, standing here, 1
am inspired by what I am seeing for
the future of America, and I really
think we are going to go some places.

0O 2040

I think we cannot be second-best
anymore. I don’t think people have to
say that America is going to be second-
best. We can always stay best.

Mrs. ROBY. And, again, at forums
like this tonight, as I stated at the be-
ginning, Americans deserve the truth,
and the strongest truth comes directly
from the mouths of Americans who are
feeling the pain in their homes and in
their businesses.

I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. DUFFY. I agree. Americans are
sick of being lied to. We’re going to
level with the American people.

We just had a joint economic hearing
a couple of days ago, and we learned
that it is 18 percent more expensive to
manufacture in America as opposed to
other countries, and that’s outside of
wages. That’s our Tax Code and our
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regulations. It’s more expensive to
manufacture in America. Those are the
policies right here in Washington that
are making it more expensive. That’s
absolutely wrong.

I've got to tell you I had a chance to
listen to our colleagues on the Demo-
crat side of the aisle go on about tax
breaks for big oil companies. I don’t
know if anyone heard their great con-
versation about tax breaks for big oil
companies.

But I just got here in January. I'm a
freshman. I'm new to this, but I don’t
recall our passing any bills that had
tax breaks for oil companies. And they
had control of this House for 4 years.
Where were their bills to deal with tax
breaks for big oil companies? I never
saw them.

I hear this commentary that tries to
get people ginned up, and it takes our
eye off the ball, which is true job cre-
ation and making us more competitive
in a global economy.

Mrs. ROBY. And becoming less de-
pendent on Middle Eastern oil is all
about these very energy bills, that,
again, we have shown consistent lead-
ership on just in the 6 months that
we’ve been in the majority.

I go to the gas pump. I pump gas in
my car. I know how much it costs. I'm
in the grocery store. I see the rising
costs of food as it relates to these en-
ergy costs. And yet again today we see
the President dip into our oil reserves,
which should be for emergencies, yet
we’re using it for politics at a time
when this country must become less
dependent on Middle Eastern oil.

I yield to the gentleman from Colo-
rado.

Mr. GARDNER. I thank the gentle-
woman.

And what’s amazing about the argu-
ment, today the President releases the
oil from our emergency reserve. Yet
yesterday on this very floor, a number
of people were arguing that, no, we
don’t need new expansions in produc-
tion. We don’t need more oil being put
online in this country because that
won’t lower the price of fuel. So yester-
day they were saying that more sup-
plies won’t reduce the price of fuel, but
today they’re saying release this stra-
tegic petroleum reserve because it will
reduce the price of fuel. A very con-
fused argument.

Mrs. ROBY. Very. Thank you so
much.

Mr. DUFFY. Will the gentlewoman
yield?

Mrs. ROBY. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. DUFFY. And if you look at tap-
ping into these oil reserves, what does
that do to endanger the security of this
country? As the gentlelady knows, in
the South, whether it’s tornadoes or
whether it’s floods or whether it’s hur-
ricanes, things happen in the gulf
where we would have to tap into the re-
serve because our energy supply could
be at risk. And here for political pur-
poses to try to drive prices down over
the summer driving season, the Presi-
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dent has tapped into that reserve. I
think that’s absolutely unacceptable
for political purposes, especially, as we
know, that real risks come up that can
cause us a need for that energy supply.

Mrs. ROBY. Thank you.

I yield to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas very quickly.

Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas. I would
just like to say there have been a lot of
topics covered tonight, from Medicare
to debt to energy. They all relate to
jobs. Whether we’re talking about re-
ducing the regulatory burden, revising
the Tax Code, passing trade agree-
ments, working on energy development
and becoming more energy inde-
pendent, or paying down the debt, they
all relate to job creation and making
this a country where the private sector
can create jobs.

Mrs. ROBY. Again, thank you to all
of the freshmen who are here tonight
and the States you represent, the dis-
tricts you represent. We all are here to
work for America and American jobs.
Thank you for your time, and I look
forward to doing this again soon.

—————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BERG (at the request of Mr. CAN-
TOR) for today from 4 p.m. and for the
balance of the week on account of
flooding in his district.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO (at the request of
Ms. PELOSI) for today and June 24.

Mr. RANGEL (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of official
business.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 44 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, June 24, 2011, at 9 a.m.

————————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2151. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS)
(RIN: 0750-AG74) received June 7, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

2152. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulations Supplement (RIN: 0750-
AH23) received June 7, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

21563. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Foreign
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Acquisition Amendments (DFARS Case 2011-
D017) (RIN: 0750-AH16) received June 6, 2011,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

2154. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting notification
that the President approved a new Unified
Command Plan; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2155. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Agency
Office of the Inspector General (DFARS Case
2011-D006) (RIN:0750-AG97) received June 3,
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

2156. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting a pro-
posed change to the U.S. Army Reserve Fis-
cal Year 2009 National Guard and Reserve
Equipment Appropriation procurement; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

2157. A letter from the Chief Counsel, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility [Docket ID:
FEMA-2011-0002] [Internal Agency Docket
No.: FEMA-8181] received June 7, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Financial Services.

2158. A letter from the Deputy to the
Chairman, Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration, transmitting the Corporation’s
final rule — Securities of Nonmember In-
sured Banks (RIN: 3064-AD67) received June
7, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Financial Services.

2159. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Record Reten-
tion for Regulated Entities and Office of Fi-
nance (RIN: 2590-AA10) received June 7, 2011,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

2160. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the thirty-first annual report on the
implementation of the Age Discrimination
Act of 1975 by departments and agencies
which administer programs of Federal finan-
cial assistance, pursuant to 42 TU.S.C.
6106a(b); to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

2161. A letter from the Chief, Planning and
Regulatory Affairs Branch, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Direct Certification and Certifi-
cation of Homeless, Migrant and Runaway
Children for Free School Meals [FNS-2008-
0001] (RIN: 0584-AD60) received May 23, 2011,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

2162. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report on the
Community Services Block Grant Report to
Congress for Fiscal Year 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

2163. A letter from the Deputy Director for
Policy, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting the Corporation’s final
rule — Benefits Payable in Terminated Sin-
gle-Employer Plans; Interest Assumptions
for Paying Benefits received June 7, 2011,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

2164. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting a six-
month report prepared by the Department of
Commerce’s Bureau of Industry and Security
on the national emergency declared by Exec-
utive Order 13222 of August 17, 2001, and con-
tinued through August 12, 2010 to deal with
the threat to the national security, foreign
policy, and economy of the United States
caused by the lapse of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979, pursuant to 50 U.S.C.
1641(c); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
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2165. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec-
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and
pursuant to Executive Order 13313 of July 31,
2003, a six-month periodic report on the na-
tional emergency with respect to the West-
ern Balkans that was declared in Executive
Order 13219 of June 26, 2001, pursuant to 50
U.S.C. 1641(c); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

2166. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting pursuant to section
3(d) of the Arms Export Control Act, as
amended, certification regarding the pro-
posed transfer of major defense equipment
(Transmittal No. RSAT-10-2253); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

2167. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the semiannual report on the activi-
ties of the Office of Inspector General for the
period ending March 31, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

2168. A letter from the Federal Co-Chair,
Appalachian Regional Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s semiannual report
from the office of the Inspector General for
the period October 1, 2010 through March 31,
2011, pursuant to Section 5(b) of the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2169. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2170. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2171. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2172. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2173. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2174. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2175. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2176. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2177. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2178. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2179. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
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ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2180. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2181. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.

2182. A letter from the Senior Vice Presi-
dent and Chief Financial Officer, Federal
Home Loan Bank of New York, transmitting
the 2010 management report of the Federal
Home Loan Bank of New York, pursuant to
31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

2183. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Maritime Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s semiannual report from the of-
fice of the Inspector General for the period
October 1, 2010 through March 31, 2011, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section
8G(h)(2); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

2184. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Retirement Thrift Investment
Board, transmitting the Board’s final rule —
Court Orders and Legal Processes Affecting
Thrift Savings Plan Accounts received June
6, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

2185. A letter from the President, Inter-
American Foundation, transmitting the
Foundation’s annual report for FY 2010 pre-
pared in accordance with Title II of the Noti-
fication and Federal Employee Antidiscrimi-
nation and Retaliation Act of 2002 (No FEAR
Act), Public Law 107-174; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform.

2186. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s semiannual report from the office of
the Inspector General and the Management
Response for the period October 1, 2010
through March 31, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

2187. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Summer Flounder Fishery; Quota
Transfer [Docket No.: 101029427-0609-02] (RIN:
0648-X A403) received June 7, 2011, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

2188. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Operations, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Reef Fish Fish-
ery of the Gulf of Mexico; Red Snapper Man-
agement Measures [Docket No.: 110207101-
1257-02] (RIN: 0648-BA54) received June 7,
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

2189. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens Act
Provisions; Fisheries Off West Coast States;
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Biennial
Specifications and Management Measures
[Docket No.: 110311192-1279-02] (RIN: 0648-
BAO1 and 0648-BA95) received June 7, 2011,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

2190. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
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NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Northeast Skate
Complex Fishery; Framework Adjustment 1
[Docket No.: 110218142-1276-02] (RIN: 0648-
BA91) received June 7, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

2191. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens Act
Provisions; Fisheries Off West Coast States;
Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Biennial
Specifications and Management Measures
[Docket No.: 100804324-1265-02] (RIN: 0648-
BAOl) received June 7, 2011, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

2192. A letter from the Asssitant Attorney
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting the Department’s report detailing ac-
tivities under the Civil Rights of Institu-
tionalized Persons Act during Fiscal Year
2010, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1997f; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

———————

REPORTS ON COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WOODALL: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 328. Resolution providing
for consideration of the joint resolution (H.J.
Res 68) authorizing the limited use of the
United States Armed Forces in support of
the NATO mission in Libya; and providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2278) to
limit the use of funds appropriated to the
Department of Defense for United States
Armed Forces in support of North Atlantic
Treaty Organization Operation Unified Pro-
tector with respect to Libya, unless other-
wise specifically authorized by law (Rept.
112-114). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. H.R. 828. A Dbill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to provide
that persons having seriously delinquent tax
debts shall be ineligible for Federal employ-
ment; with an amendment (Rept. 112-115).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ISSA: Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. H.R. 1470. A bill to
amend title 5, United States Code, to extend
the probationary period applicable to ap-
pointments in the civil service, and for other
purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 112-116).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SMITH of Texas: Committee on the Ju-
diciary. House Joint Resolution 1. Resolu-
tion proposing a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States; with an amendment (Rept. 112-117).
Referred to the House Calendar.

—————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Ms. HAYWORTH:

H.R. 2305. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to make memorial headstones
and markers available for purchase on behalf
of members of reserve components who per-
formed inactive duty training or active duty
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for training but did not serve on active duty;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. PAUL, Mr. CONYERS, Ms.
LEE of California, Mr. PoLIs, and Mr.
COHEN):

H.R. 2306. A bill to limit the application of
Federal laws to the distribution and con-
sumption of marihuana, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. HERGER (for himself, Mr.
CROWLEY, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. STARK, Mr. NUNES, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. COSTA, Mrs.
BONO MACK, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. MATHE-
SON, Mr. LANCE, Mr. WELCH, and Mr.
WOMACK):

H.R. 2307. A Dbill to repeal the tax credits
for ethanol blenders, to repeal the tariff on
imported ethanol, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GARRETT (for himself, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. NEUGE-
BAUER, Mr. JONES, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr.
CONAWAY, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr.
STIVERS, Mr. DoLD, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. HURT, Mr. CANSECO, and Mr.
YODER):

H.R. 2308. A bill to improve the consider-
ation by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission of the costs and benefits of its regu-
lations and orders; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mr. ISSA (for himself and Mr. RoSss
of Florida):

H.R. 2309. A bill to restore the financial
solvency of the United States Postal Service
and to ensure the efficient and affordable na-
tionwide delivery of mail; to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform, and
in addition to the Committee on Rules, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Ms. BALD-
WIN, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, Mr.
HoNDA, Mr. MORAN, Ms. CASTOR of
Florida, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
TOWNS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. ACKER-
MAN, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Ms. CHU, Mr. HIGGINS,
Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. PINGREE of Maine,
Ms. MOORE, Mr. POLIS, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. DEUTCH, Mrs.
MALONEY, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. MICHAUD, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
SERRANO, Ms. RICHARDSON, Mr.
OLVER, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia, Mr. STARK, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN
of California, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr.
HANNA, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. HOLT):

H.R. 2310. A bill to provide for equal access
to COBRA continuation coverage; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
and in addition to the Committees on Energy
and Commerce, and Ways and Means, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. PAULSEN (for himself and Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois):

H.R. 2311. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the tax rate for
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excise tax on investment income of private
foundations; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mr. JONES (for himself and Mr.
KISSELL):

H.R. 2312. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide a special rule with
respect to purchases by the Department of
Defense of textile and apparel products of
Federal Prison Industries; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for
herself, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee,
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. GoOwDY, Mr.
CHAFFETZ, Mr. LATTA, Mr. HARRIS,
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. SIMP-
SON, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. COFFMAN of
Colorado, Mr. JONES, Mr. REHBERG,
and Mr. LONG):

H.R. 2313. A bill to repeal the authority to
provide certain loans to the International
Monetary Fund, the increase in the United
States quota in that Fund, and certain other
authorities, and to rescind related appropria-
tions; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices, and in addition to the Committee on
Appropriations, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky (for himself
and Mr. TIERNEY):

H.R. 2314. A bill to increase the efficiency
and effectiveness of the Government by pro-
viding for greater interagency experience
among national security and homeland secu-
rity personnel through the development of a
national security and homeland security
human capital strategy and interagency ro-
tational service by employees, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, and in addition to the
Committees on Armed Services, Homeland
Security, Foreign Affairs, and Intelligence
(Permanent Select), for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. POLIS (for himself, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. MORAN, Ms. NORTON,
Ms. MOORE, Mr. OLVER, Ms.

SCHWARTZ, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Mr. NADLER, Mr. HINCHEY,
Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. FUDGE, Ms. RICH-
ARDSON, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. WU,
Ms. PINGREE of Maine, and Mr.
SERRANO):

H.R. 2315. A bill to promote the economic
self-sufficiency of low-income women
through their increased participation in
high-wage, high-demand occupations where
they currently represent 25 percent or less of
the workforce; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia (for himself,
Mr. PAUL, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. BART-
LETT, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and
Mr. ELLISON):

H.R. 2316. A bill to apply reduced sentences
for certain cocaine base offenses retro-
actively for certain offenders, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. WU (for himself and Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas):

H.R. 2317. A bill to promote green transpor-
tation infrastructure through research and
development, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr.
WEST, Mr. MACK, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. JONES, Mr. GRIFFITH
of Virginia, Mr. YouNG of Florida,
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Mr. BONNER, Ms. HAYWORTH, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. CARTER,
Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. TIPTON, Mr.
BUCHANAN, Mr. BURGESS, and Mr.
NEUGEBAUER):

H.R. 2318. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to increase the amount of
the Medal of Honor special pension provided
under that title by up to $500; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. BRADY of Texas:

H.R. 2319. A bill to cap noninterest Federal
spending as a percentage of full employment
GDP, to require that budgets and budget res-
olutions adhere to these caps, to enforce
these caps, to increase financial trans-
parency for mandatory programs, to provide
for a line-item adjustment, to require the
parings of significant spending increases and
adjustments to the debt ceiling, and to pro-
vide for a Federal Sunset commission to as-
sist Congress in eliminating Federal agen-
cies and programs that no longer serve a
public need or reforming those that are inef-
ficient or ineffective in serving a public
need, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget, and in addition to the
Committees on Rules, Ways and Means, Ap-
propriations, and Oversight and Government
Reform, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 2320. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend ex-
isting elective tax treatment for Alaska Na-
tive Settlement Trusts; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BACHUS (for himself, Ms. SE-
WELL, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. BONNER, Mr.
ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. LONG, Mr.
RoOss of Arkansas, Mr. HARPER, Mr.
JONES, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.
PALAZZO, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee,
Mr. CARNAHAN, Mrs. ROBY, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia, Mr.
WOMACK, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. ROE of
Tennessee, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr.
Lucas, Mr. COLE, Mr. FINCHER, Mr.
GRIFFIN of Arkansas, Mr. GUTHRIE,
Mr. DESJARLAIS, and Mr. NUNNELEE):

H.R. 2321. A Dbill to provide temporary tax
relief for areas damaged by 2011 South-
eastern severe storms, tornados, and flood-
ing, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Appropriations, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BENISHEK (for himself and Mr.
KILDEE):

H.R. 2322. A bill to reaffirm and clarify the
Federal relationship of the Burt Lake Band
as a distinct federally recognized Indian
Tribe, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mrs. CAPITO:

H.R. 2323. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to permit the State of West Vir-
ginia to allow the operation of certain vehi-
cles for the hauling of coal and coal by-prod-
ucts on Interstate Route 77 in Kanawha
County, West Virginia; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself,
SHULER, and Mr. SARBANES):

H.R. 2324. A Dbill to prevent drunk driving
injuries and fatalities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. CARNEY (for himself, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. HOLT, Mr. HINCHEY,

Mr.
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Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. DENT, Mr. RUN-
YAN, Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. SCHWARTZ,
and Mr. MEEHAN):

H.R. 2325. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to establish a program to build
on and help coordinate funding for restora-
tion and protection efforts of the 4-State
Delaware River Basin region, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her-
self and Mr. HOLT):

H.R. 2326. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to es-
tablish the National Education Innovation
Network and the National Innovation Corps;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. BROUN of

Georgia, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. THOMPSON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. JONES, Mrs. BONO

MACK, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. MACK, and
Mr. BILBRAY):

H.R. 2327. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come gain from the conversion of property
by reason of eminent domain; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINCHEY (for himself, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. GRIJALVA,
Mr. OLVER, and Mr. STARK):

H.R. 2328. A bill to require the Chairman of
the Commodity Futures Trading Commission
to impose unilaterally position limits and
margin requirements to eliminate excessive
oil speculation, and to take other actions to
ensure that the price of crude oil, gasoline,
diesel fuel, jet fuel, and heating oil accu-
rately reflects the fundamentals of supply
and demand, to remain in effect until the
date on which the Commission establishes
position limits to diminish, eliminate, or
prevent excessive speculation as required by
title VII of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Re-
form and Consumer Protection Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. BAass of New Hampshire, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. UPTON, Mrs. EMER-
SON, Mr. COBLE, Mr. PITTS, Mrs.
SCHMIDT, and Mr. BROOKS):

HR. 2329. A Dbill to amend the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to provide
for certain requirements for financial insti-
tutions that are creditors for obligations and
liabilities covered by that Act; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. LOEBSACK:

H.R. 2330. A bill to establish a National
Flood Research and Education Consortium
to plan, coordinate, conduct, and share re-
search on flooding, flood prevention, and
other flood-related issues, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.
STARK, and Ms. HIRONO):

H.R. 2331. A bill to assist States in making
voluntary high quality universal prekinder-
garten programs available to 3- to 5-year-
olds for at least 1 year preceding kinder-
garten; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr.
FARR, and Mr. CONYERS):
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H.R. 2332. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish a program of
research regarding the risks posed by the
presence of dioxin, synthetic fibers, and
other additives in feminine hygiene prod-
ucts, and to establish a program for the col-
lection and analysis of data on toxic shock
syndrome; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York:

H.R. 2333. A bill to enhance safety of indi-
viduals by banning the use of hand-held mo-
bile devices while driving, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Mr. MORAN (for himself, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, and
Mr. WOLF):

H.R. 2334. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to specifically include, in
programs of the Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration, programs to
research, prevent, and treat the harmful con-
sequences of pathological and other problem
gambling, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mrs. NOEM (for herself, Mr. KLINE,
Mr. LEwWIS of California, Mr. COLE,
Mr. PAUL, and Mr. MCCLINTOCK):

H.R. 2335. A bill to clarify the rights of In-
dians and Indian tribes on Indian lands under
the National Labor Relations Act; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. PINGREE of Maine (for herself
and Mr. MICHAUD):

H.R. 2336. A Dbill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act to designate segments of
the York River and associated tributaries for
study for potential inclusion in the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mr.
BERMAN, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.
CoSTA, Mr. FARR, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. CONNOLLY of Vir-

ginia, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Ms.
BUERKLE, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mr. CAPUANO, and Ms.
SPEIER):

H.R. 2337. A bill to amend the Peace Corps
Act to require sexual assault risk-reduction
and response training, the development of
sexual assault protocol and guidelines, the
establishment of victims advocates, the es-
tablishment of a Sexual Assault Advisory
Council, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. POSEY (for himself, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, Mr. SOUTHERLAND,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. CRENSHAW,
Mr. NUGENT, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. MICA,
Mr. WEBSTER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
YouNGg of Florida, Ms. CASTOR of
Florida, Mr. Ross of Florida, Mr.
BUCHANAN, Mr. MACK, Mr. ROONEY,

Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mr. DEUTCH, Ms.
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. DIAzZ-

BALART, Mr. WEST, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mrs. ADAMS, and Mr. RI-
VERA):

H.R. 2338. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
600 Florida Avenue in Cocoa, Florida, as the
“Harry T. and Harriette Moore Post Office’’;
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself and Mr.
PoLIs):

H.R. 2339. A bill to create a Lobbying Dis-
closure Act Task Force, and to make certain
modifications to the Lobbying Disclosure
Act of 1995; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself and Ms.
SPEIER):

H.R. 2340. A bill to amend the Ethics in

Government Act of 1978, the Rules of the
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House of Representatives, the Lobbying Dis-
closure Act of 1995, and the Federal Funding
Accountability and Transparency Act of 2006
to improve access to information in the leg-
islative and executive branches of the Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committees on
Rules, House Administration, the Judiciary,
and Ethics, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. .
By Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia (for herself, Mr. BRALEY of
Iowa, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. EDWARDS,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. HoNDA, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. LAN-
GEVIN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MICHAUD,
Ms. MOORE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PERL-
MUTTER, Ms. PINGREE of Maine, Ms.

RICHARDSON, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SUTTON, and
Mr. WU):

H.R. 2341. A Dbill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act with regard to certain exemp-
tions under that Act for direct care workers
and to improve the systems for the collec-
tion and reporting of data relating to the di-
rect care workforce, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia (for himself
and Mr. CUMMINGS):

H.R. 2342. A bill to establish and operate a
National Center for Campus Public Safety;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia (for himself
and Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 2343. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to award credit toward the serv-
ice of a sentence to prisoners who participate
in designated educational, vocational, treat-
ment, assigned work, or other developmental
programs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia (for himself
and Mr. CONYERS):

H.R. 2344. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to the good time
credit toward service of sentences of impris-
onment; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STUTZMAN:

H.R. 2345. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend the authorization of
appropriations for the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs to pay a monthly assistance allow-
ance to disabled veterans training or com-
peting for the Paralympic Team and the au-
thorization of appropriations for the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to provide assist-
ance to United States Paralympics, Inc; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. WOOLSEY (for herself, Mr.
STARK, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. DELAURO,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,
Ms. LEE of California, Mr. CONYERS,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. OLVER, Ms. HIRONO,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. BRADY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. FILNER, Ms.
MOORE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. JACKSON of I1-
linois, Mr. RUSH, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Ms. CHU, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. HINCHEY,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mr. HONDA, Ms. NORTON, Ms. FUDGE,
and Mr. SERRANO):

H.R. 2346. A bill to improve the lives of
working families by providing family and
medical need assistance, child care assist-
ance, in-school and afterschool assistance,
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family care assistance, and encouraging the
establishment of family-friendly workplaces;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Oversight and Government Reform,
House Administration, and Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.
By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 2347. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to convey a railroad right of
way between North Pole, Alaska, and Delta
Junction, Alaska, to the Alaska Railroad
Corporation; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Mr.
WoLF, Mr. MORAN, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia, and Mr. CONNOLLY
of Virginia):

H. Con. Res. 62. Concurrent resolution to
commemorate the 75th anniversary of the
dedication of Shenandoah National Park; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. MCGOVERN (for himself, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
P1TTS, and Mrs. MYRICK):

H. Res. 327. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that
the trial and subsequent convictions of Mi-
khail Khodorkovsky and Platon Lebedev by
the Government of the Russian Federation
constitute a politically motivated case of se-
lective arrest and prosecution which put in
serious doubt the rule of law and the inde-
pendence of Russia’s judicial system; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. BROUN of

Georgia, Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr.
CULBERSON, Mr. THOMPSON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. JONES, Mrs. BONO

MACK, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. MACK, and
Mr. WEBSTER):

H. Res. 329. A resolution expressing support
for the private property rights protections
guaranteed by the 5th Amendment to the
Constitution on the 6th anniversary of the
Supreme Court’s decision of Kelo v. City of
New London; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. PETERS:

H. Res. 330. A resolution amending the
Rules of the House of Representatives to re-
quire that legislation and conference reports
be available on the Internet for 72 hours be-
fore consideration by the House, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules.

———

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Ms. HAYWORTH:

H.R. 2305.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8, of the United States
Constitution reserves to Congress the power
to raise and support Armies and provide and
maintain a Navy, as well as make Rules for
the Government and Regulation of the land
and naval Forces.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:

H.R. 2306.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the Con-
stitution.
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By Mr. HERGER:

H.R. 2307.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1.

By Mr. GARRETT:

H.R. 2308.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1 (‘“The Con-
gress shall have Power To lay and collect
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay
the Debts and provide for the common De-
fense and general Welfare of the United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be uniform throughout the United
States’), 3 (“To regulate Commerce with for-
eign Nations, and among the several States,
and with the Indian Tribes”), and 18 (‘“To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into-Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
this Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof’’).

By Mr. ISSA:

H.R. 2309.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 7, which em-
powers Congress ‘“‘To establish Post Offices
and post Roads

By Ms. SPEIER:

H.R. 2310.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. PAULSEN:

H.R. 2311.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8 Clause 1.

By Mr. JONES:

H.R. 2312.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution pro-
vides that Congress shall have the power ‘‘to
raise and support Armies’” and ‘‘to provide
for organizing, arming, and disciplining the
Militia”.

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS:

H.R. 2313.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Congress’
legislative powers under Article I, Section 9,
that no money shall be drawn from the
Treasury but in consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law, and a regular Statement
and Account of the Receipts and Expendi-
tures of all public Money shall be made from
time to time.

By Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky:

H.R. 2314.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, clause 14 (‘‘to make
Rules for the Government’’), and Article I,
section 8, clause 1 (‘‘to provide for the Com-
mon Defense and General Welfare’’).

By Mr. POLIS:

H.R. 2315.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 1,

All legislative Powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives.

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia:

H.R. 2316.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3.

By Mr. WU:

H.R. 2317.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Mr. SESSIONS:

H.R. 2318.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. BRADY of Texas:

H.R. 2319.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority on which this
bill rests is enumerated in: (1) Article I, Sec-
tion 5, Clause 2 of the United States Con-
stitution; (2) Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1-
2, 14 of the United States Constitution; and
(3) Article I, Section 9, Clause 7 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 2320.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 and Article 1,
Section 8, Clause 1.

By Mr. BACHUS:

H.R. 2321.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. BENISHEK:

H.R. 2322.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8 Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution

By Mrs. CAPITO:

H.R. 2323.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, cl 1 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mrs. CAPITO:

H.R. 2324.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, cl 1 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. CARNEY:

H.R. 2325.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8 and Article IV, section
3 of the Constitution of the United States.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California:

H.R. 2326.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia:

H.R. 2327.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 that states,
“The Congress shall have Power To lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts, and Excises”

By Mr. HINCHEY:

H.R. 2328.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Section 8 : Powers of Congress

To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-
tions, and among the several States, and
with the Indian Tribes;

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio:

H.R. 2329.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Article I,
Section 1, clause 18 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mr. LOEBSACK:

H.R. 2330.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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Article I, section 8, clause 1
By Mrs. MALONEY:

H.R. 2331.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power * * * To
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations,
and among the several States, and with the
Indian Tribes.

By Mrs. MALONEY:

H.R. 2332.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3, which reads:
To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations,
and among the several States, and with In-
dian Tribes.

By Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York:

H.R. 2333.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion, which enumerates the power of Con-
gress to regulate interstate commerce.

By Mr. MORAN:

H.R. 2334.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution.

By Mrs. NOEM:

H.R. 2335.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3.

By Ms. PINGREE of Maine:

H.R. 2336.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1—The Con-
gress shall have Power To lay and collect
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay
the Debts and provide for the common De-
fense and general Welfare of the United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be uniform throughout the TUnited
States; and Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3—
The Congress shall have Power . . . To regu-
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

By Mr. POE of Texas:

H.R. 2337.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. POSEY:

H.R. 2338.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 7 (power to es-
tablish Post Offices) and Article 1, Section 8,
Clause 18 (the Necessary and Proper Clause).

By Mr. QUIGLEY:

H.R. 2339.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. QUIGLEY:

H.R. 2340.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 .

By Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 2341.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power to regulate
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among
the several States, and with the Indian
Tribes.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

The Congress shall have Power to lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises,
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to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defense and general Welfare of the United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be uniform throughout the TUnited
States.

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia:

H.R. 2342.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution

Clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the
Constitution

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia:

H.R. 2343.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 & Clause 18 of
the Constitution.

By Mr. SCOTT of Virginia:

H.R. 2344.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 & Clause 18 of
the Constitution.

By Mr. STUTZMAN:

H.R. 2345.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Pursuant to clause 3(d)(1) of rule XIIT of
the Rules of the House of Representatives,
the Committee finds that the Constitutional
authority for H.R. XXX is provided by Arti-
cle I, section 8 of the Constitution of the
United States.

By Ms. WOOLSEY:

H.R. 2346.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is introduced under the powers
granted to Congress under Article 1 of the
Constitution.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 2347.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article 4,
Section 3, Clause 2

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 104: Mr. RICHMOND.

H.R. 179: Mr. GERLACH.

H.R. 181: Mr. GERLACH.

H.R. 190: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia.

H.R. 284: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 287: Mr. COHEN, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, and Ms. MOORE.

H.R. 329: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa.

H.R. 374: Mr. MARINO, Mr. BARLETTA, and
Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan.

H.R. 436: Mr. MACK and Mr. COBLE.

H.R. 452: Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. GERLACH, Mr.
BARLETTA, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mr. WEB-
STER.

H.R. 591: Mr. YARMUTH.

H.R. 607: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 639: Mr. BARROW, Ms. CLARKE of New
York, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. OLVER, and Mr.
SHIMKUS.

H.R. 645: Mr. MCKINLEY and Mr. GUTHRIE.

H.R. 674: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr.
DESJARLAIS, Mr. GRIMM, Mr. WOODALL, and
Mr. HEINRICH.

H.R. 676: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 679: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 687: Mr. FARENTHOLD.

H.R. 719: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ALEXANDER,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PoLIS, and Mr. GARDNER.

H.R. 721: Mr. SOUTHERLAND.

H.R. 724: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 733: Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. PALAZZO, and
Mr. AKIN.
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H.R. 735: Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. BAR-
TON of Texas, Mr. CASSIDY, and Mrs.
HARTZLER.

H.R. 743:

H.R. 750:

H.R. 756:

H.R. 763:

H.R. 795:

H.R. 807:

H.R. 894:

H.R. 936:

H.R. 938:

H.R. 949:

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio.

Mrs. CAPITO and Mr. BERG.

Mr. Wu.

Mr. GARDNER and Mr. CONAWAY.
Mr. GOSAR and Mr. LUJAN.

Mr. HEINRICH.

Ms. SPEIER.

Mr. PETERS.

Mr. COHEN.

Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 973: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 990: Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 991: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. PI1TTS, and Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 998: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina.

H.R. 1041: Mr. KEATING and Mr. LOBIONDO.

H.R. 1048: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 1057: Ms. PINGREE of Maine.

H.R. 1093: Mr. FINCHER and Mr. GUTHRIE.

H.R. 1103: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 1106: . SABLAN.

. 1161: . WALBERG.
. 1173: . LONG.

. 1179: . McCAUL.
. 1188: . MORAN.

. 1218: Mrs. CAPITO.

H.R. 1236: Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. GRAVES of
Missouri, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. WALDEN, and Mrs.
CAPPS.

H.R. 1240: Ms. NORTON and Mr. GENE GREEN
of Texas.

H.R. 1259: Mr. AMASH, Mr. SOUTHERLAND,
Mr. LABRADOR, and Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 1265: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. POSEY, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, and
Mr. BOUSTANY.

H.R. 1269: Mr. WITTMAN, Ms. HIRONO, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mrs. NOEM, and Mr. MICHAUD.

H.R. 1272: Mr. PAULSEN.

H.R. 1283: Mr. GERLACH.

H.R. 1317: Ms. BAss of California.

H.R. 1322: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MEEKS, and Mr.
ROTHMAN of New Jersey.

H.R. 1370: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr.
TERRY.

H.R. 1397: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 1416: Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 1417: Mr. COHEN, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and
Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 1426: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
CICILLINE, Mr. PAULSEN, and Mr. LARSEN of
Washington.

H.R. 1451: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 1456: Ms. WOOLSEY.

H.R. 1466: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia.

H.R. 1546: Mr. FARR, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr.
NEAL, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. KUCI-
NICH, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. CICILLINE, and
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 1558: Mr. OLSON, Mr. BISHOP of Geor-
gia, and Mr. PITTS.

H.R. 1574: Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 1585: Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. HARRIS, and
Mr. NUNNELEE.

H.R. 1588: Mr. LUCAS, Mr. FARENTHOLD, and
Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 1633: Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. SMITH of
Texas, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr.
BERG, and Mr. TIPTON.

H.R. 1639: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr.
WESTMORELAND.

H.R. 1651: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 1666: Ms. BROWN of Florida and Mr.
HEINRICH.

H.R. 1675: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 1687: Mr. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1688: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 1697: Mr. WALBERG and Mr. SHULER.

H.R. 1704: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. REYES, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. PAS-
TOR of Arizona.

H.R. 1723: Mr. CALVERT.
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H.R. 1744: Mr. ROKITA and Mr. ScOTT of
South Carolina.

H.R. 1755: Mr. GRIMM.

H.R. 1781: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 1798: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 1803: Mr. DEUTCH and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 1811: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. KISSELL, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. MORAN, Mr. WESTMORELAND,
and Mr. FARENTHOLD.

H.R. 1815: Mr. PoOLLS, Ms.
PETERS, and Mr. HANNA.

H.R. 1821: Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 1848: Ms. FoxxX and Mr. ROONEY.

H.R. 1852: Ms. HIRONO, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
FITZPATRICK, Mr. COHEN, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
Dicks, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, and Mr. BISHOP
of Georgia.

H.R. 1856: Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 1861: Mr. TIBERI.

H.R. 1865: Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. FARENTHOLD,
and Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 1880: Mr. DEUTCH.

H.R. 1903: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 1905: Mrs. ADAMS, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. LEWIS of
California, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. AUSTIN
ScoTT of Georgia, Ms. SUTTON, Mr. WALDEN,
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. PASCRELL,
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. SARBANES, Mrs. BACH-
MANN, Ms. BUERKLE, Ms. CASTOR of Florida,
Mr. FORBES, Mr. LANDRY, Mr. LATOURETTE,
Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
RIBBLE, Ms. BASs of California, Mrs. BONO
MACK, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr. GRAVES of
Georgia, Ms. JENKINS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
LUETKEMEYER, Mr. KIND, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. POMPEO, and Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 1940: Mr. SARBANES and Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 1974: Ms. SPEIER.

H.R. 1978: Mr. MARCHANT, Ms. BASS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 2033: Mr. LATHAM, Mr. PLATTS, and
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut.

H.R. 2040: Mr. FLORES.

H.R. 2042: Mr. MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 2051: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 2069: Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 2077: Mr. BUCSHON.

H.R. 2092: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky and Mr.
LONG.

H.R. 2107: Mr. ALTMIRE.

H.R. 2108: Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 2140: Mr. PAUL.

H.R. 2145: Mrs. ADAMS.

H.R. 2146: Mrs. MALONEY.

H.R. 21569: Mr. KISSELL, Mr. MEEKS, Mr.
BisHOP of Georgia, and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 2171: Mr. SOUTHERLAND.

H.R. 2173: Mr. SOUTHERLAND.

H.R. 2186: Ms. CHU.

H.R. 2226: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. CHU, Mr. LUJAN,
and Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas.

SUTTON, Mr.
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H.R. 2229: Mr. RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 2233: Mr. BIsSHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 2250: Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. GIBBS, Ms.
HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. WHITFIELD, and Mrs.
MYRICK.

H.R. 2298: Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 2299: Mr. LANKFORD, Mr. ROGERS of
Alabama, and Mr. GALLEGLY.

H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. PoE of Texas, Mr.
GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. BUR-
GESS, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. GRIFFIN
of Arkansas, Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. SCHOCK, Mr.
HANNA, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, and Mr. GIBBS.

H. Con. Res. 25: Mr. KING of New York.

H. Con. Res. 39: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LONG,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. ROE of Tennessee,
and Mr. BENISHEK.

Res. 13: Ms. EDWARDS and Mrs. CAPITO.
Res. 25: Mr. CRENSHAW and Mr. BARROW.
Res. 60: Mr. BILBRAY.

Res. 111: Mr. MILLER of North Carolina.
Res. 137: Mr. ELLISON.

Res. 183: Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia.
Res. 265: Ms. ESHOO.

Res. 268: Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, Mr.
RICHMOND, Mr. WOMACK, Mr. FARENTHOLD,
Mrs. BoNO MACK, Mr. CAMP, Mr. MCHENRY,
Mr. HECK, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. RIBBLE,
Mrs. NOEM, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HINOJOSA,
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. MATSUI, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H. Res. 298: Mr. CLEAVER and Mr. CARNA-
HAN.

H. Res. 317: Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.
ISRAEL, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of

Georgia, Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. GRIMM, Mr.
SHULER, and Mr. DOLD.
———

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

OFFERED BY: MR. MCKEON

The provisions that warranted a referral to
the Committee on Armed Services in H.R.
2278, to limit the use of funds appropriated to
the Department of Defense for United States
Armed Forces in support of North Atlantic
Treaty Organization Operation Unified Pro-
tector with respect to Libya, unless other-
wise specifically authorized by law, do not
contain any congressional earmarks, limited
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as de-
fined in clause 9 of rule XXI.

OFFERED BY: MS. ROS-LEHTINEN

The provisions that warranted a referral to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs in House

June 23, 2011

Joint Resolution 68, authorizing the limited
use of the United States Armed Forces in
Support of the NATO mission in Libya, do
not contain any congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives.

———————

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.J. Res. 47: Mr. PETERSON.

———

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2219
OFFERED BY: MR. CARTER

AMENDMENT No. 31: Strike section 8127
(page 122, lines 6 through 9), relating to mili-
tary musical units.

H.R. 2219
OFFERED BY: MR. GOHMERT

AMENDMENT No. 32: At the end of the bill
(before the short title), add the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be obligated, expended, or
used in any manner to support operations,
including NATO or United Nations oper-
ations, against Libya.

H.R. 2219
OFFERED BY: MR. BENISHEK

AMENDMENT NoO. 33: Page 16. line 13, strike
‘. Provided further” and all that follows
through ‘‘this Act’’ on line 20.

H.R. 2219
OFFERED BY: MR. BENISHEK

AMENDMENT NoO. 34: Page 14. line 24, strike
“: Provided further” and all that follows
through ‘‘this Act’ on page 15, line 5.

H.R. 2219
OFFERED BY: MR. BENISHEK

AMENDMENT No. 35: Page 14. line 4, strike
‘. Provided further” and all that follows
through ‘‘this Act’ on line 10.

H.R. 2219
OFFERED BY: MR. BENISHEK

AMENDMENT NoO. 36: Page 15. line 19, strike
‘. Provided further” and all that follows
through ‘‘this Act’’ on line 25.
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